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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to review the factors affecting the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. The extent to which the factors of Policy standards and objectives, policy resources, policy environment and implementers’ disposition affected implementation of the risk management policy was ascertained. The study employed a cross-sectional research design using both qualitative and quantitative methods of data collection and analysis based on a sample size of 152 respondents. The findings of the study showed that  successful implementation of URA’s risk management policy was contingent upon having clear policy standards and objectives in place; providing adequate resources for its implementation; having a conducive policy environment in place; and ensuring the implementers have a right disposition towards  its implementation.  The research concluded that the factors of policy standards and objectives, policy resources, policy environment and the disposition of the implementers greatly affect the implementation of policies.  The recommendations were that URA should: prioritize the provision of policy resources to enhance implementation of the risk management policy and other institutional policies;   ensure that its risk management policy has clearly defined policy standards and objectives that are communicated to all levels of implementation; and give due consideration to setting a conducive policy environment for the implementation of the risk management policy. 
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Introduction

This study examined how the factors of policy standards and objectives, policy resources, policy environment and implementers’ disposition affected the implementation of the risk management policy of Uganda Revenue Authority (URA). In this study the researcher used Van Meter and Van Horn’s conceptual model of policy implementation and focused on four of the six variables in their model namely: Policy standards and objectives, policy resources, Policy Environment, and Implementers’ disposition; which were taken as Independent variables. The Dependent variable was Implementation of URA’s Risk Management Policy.  This chapter will also cover the background to the study, the statement of the problem, the objectives of the study, the research questions and hypotheses, the conceptual framework, the significance of the study, the scope of the study, and operational definitions of the terms and concepts.

1.2.	 Background to the Study
    
1.2.1.	Historical Perspective
Although studies on policy implementation dates back in the 1950s, it has become conventional to see implementation studies as emergent in the 1970s. This was a time when several scholars’ mainly American scholars published papers and books on policy implementation.  Hargrove then (1975) wrote of the ‘missing link’ in the study of the policy process while Pressman and Wildavsky’s influential book Implementation was published in 1973.  Obviously, implementation was a central concern, though that word was seldom used.   Nevertheless it is clear that a distinct approach to the study of implementation did emerge at that time. Efforts to develop government interventions to address social problems of various kinds were rapidly increasing, and there was awareness that these interventions were often ineffective.  This was a period in which there was a substantial growth in studies that were concerned to evaluate policy. 

Van Meter and Van Horn (1975), in another of the seminal contributions to the modern implementation literature, noted that, “there is a rich heritage from the social sciences which is often overlooked by those purporting to discuss the policy implementation process. This literature includes theoretical and empirical work in several disciplines, including sociology, public administration, social psychology and political science. While most of these studies do not examine specifically the policy implementation process, close inspection reveals that it takes little imagination to comprehend their relevance” (pp.452-453).

In the ‘70s, the relationship between policy formulation and implementation took the form of a lively debate, in the early years of implementation studies, that has been described as one between the ‘top-down’ and the ‘bottom-up’ perspectives. While the top-down/bottom-up debate was heavily influenced by the question of how to separate implementation from policy formation, that was only part of a wider problem about how to identify the features of a very complex process, occurring across time and space, and involving multiple actors. It will be seen that writers on implementation varied in the way they responded to that complexity.  The major proponents of policy implementation included among others the following:

The American scholars Jeffrey Pressman and Aaron Wildavsky (1984; 1973) tend to be celebrated as the ‘founding fathers’ of implementation studies (see, for example, Goggin et al., 1990; Parsons, 1995; Ryan, 1995a). They argued that if action depended upon a number of links in an implementation chain, then the degree of co-operation between agencies required to make those links had to be very close to a hundred per cent in order to avoid a situation in which a number of small deficits cumulatively created a large shortfall. They thus introduced the idea of ‘implementation deficit’ and suggested that implementation may be analysed mathematically in this way. Pressman and Wildavsky’s original work took very much a ‘rational model’ approach: policy sets goals; implementation research is concerned with considering what then makes the achievement of those goals difficult. 

The contribution by the American scholars Donald Van Meter and Carl Van Horn consisted in moving forward from the more general approach of Pressman and Wildavsky to offer a model for the analysis of the implementation process (1975). They refer to Pressman and Wildavsky’s work alongside a variety of other empirical studies (particularly Kaufman, 1960; Bailey and Mosher, 1968; Derthick, 1970, 1972; Berke et al., 1972). But they argued that ‘while these studies have been highly informative, their contributions have been limited by the absence of a theoretical perspective’ (Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975: 451). They thus went ahead and developed a theoretical model of policy implementation.

In 1977 another American, Eugene Bardach, wrote an influential book on implementation called The Implementation Game, reviewing early contributions to the literature and adding case-study material of his own. Bardach suggested that implementation processes needed to be perceived as involving ‘games’, and he outlined the wide variety of the games that may be played.

The next contribution to policy implementation came from two more American scholars, Paul Sabatier and Daniel Mazmanian. The starting point for Sabatier and Mazmanian was, as for Van Meter and Van Horn, the expectation of analyzing the implementation of a ‘top’-level policy decision.  Likewise authors: Brian Hogwood and Lewis Gunn gave a lecture to civil servants and published it in 1978 and later in 1984 wrote a book: Policy Analysis for the Real World. Hogwood and Gunn defended their views on policy implementation on the grounds that those who made policies were democratically elected.

In 1971 Michael Lipsky made an analysis of the behaviour of front-line staff in policy delivery agencies, whom he called ‘street-level bureaucrats’, and his study  had an important influence upon implementation studies. He is regarded as the founding father of the ‘bottom-up’ perspective of policy implementation.


1.2.2.	Theoretical Perspective

This study was guided by one of the top- down models of policy implementation. The top-down model according to Raj Paudel (2009) assumes that policy goals can be specified by policy makers and that implementation can be carried out successfully by setting up certain mechanisms. This model is ‘policy-centered’ and represents the policy maker’s views. A vital point is the policy maker’s capability to exercise control over the environment and implementers.  Top- downers essentially follow a prescriptive approach that interprets policy as input and implementation as output factors. The following authors are classical top-down scholars: Pressman and Wildavsky (1973), Van Meter and Van Horn (1975), Bardach (1977), as well as Sabatier and Mazmanian (1979, 1980), and also Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983). The researcher specifically underpinned his study using a policy implementation model postulated by Van Horn & Van Meter (1975) who are one of the classical top-down scholars. 

1.2.3.	Conceptual Perspective

 According to Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma, (2010), various factors influence policy implementation, including the content of the policy, the nature of the policy process, the actors involved in the process, and the context in which the policy is designed and must be implemented. Implementation is an ongoing process of decision making by key actors who work in complex policy and institutional contexts and face pressures from interested as well as opposing parties. As such, the motivation, flow of information, and balance of power and resources among stakeholders influences policy implementation processes

In this study the conceptual model on policy implementation developed by Van Meter and Van Horn (1975) was used to posit that the variables postulated in their model were critical success factors in effective policy implementation and where these factors are ignored by policy makers then the consequence is failure of the policy. The model regards policy implementation to encompass those actions by public and private individuals (or groups) that are directed at the achievement of objectives set forth in prior policy decisions. This includes both one-time efforts to transform decisions into operational terms, as well as continuing efforts to achieve the large and small changes mandated by policy decisions. Therefore, the study of implementation examines those factors that contribute to the realization or non-realization of policy objectives.

Van Meter and Van Horn’s model specifically directs attention to six clusters of variables that affect the implementation of policies: it points to the relevance of policy standards and objectives, policy resources, inter-organizational communication and enforcement activities, the characteristics of the implementing agencies, the economic, social, and political conditions affecting the implementing jurisdiction or organization, and the disposition of implementers for the carrying out of policy decisions. Their model regards these six variables as Independent variables and policy implementation as the Dependent variable of interest.

 However, for brevity, the researcher considered the four variables of Policy Standards and Objectives, Policy Resources, Policy Environment and Implementers’ Disposition; and their impact on policy implementation.  The indicators of the variables defined in the conceptual framework were summarized in table 1 below.

Table 1: Indicators of Variable Dimensions
	Variable Dimension
	Indicators


	Policy Standards and Objectives
	· clearly defined policy goals and objectives at all levels of implementation
· effective communication between all actors and stakeholders
· specific standards for assessing policy implementation
· clear measurement of objectives

	Policy Resources
	· Human resources: Demographics(e.g. age, gender, social class, income, etc.) of the human resources; Workplace diversity of the human resources;  Adequate manpower; Skilled  and qualified manpower
· funds or  budget,
·  infrastructure(  systems, tools of trade, well-furnished offices)
·  machinery and equipment

	Implementers’ Disposition
	· Implementers' understanding of the general intent, as well as the specific standards and objectives of the policy 
· Implementers’ ability and willingness to implement the policy
· Implementers’ cognition (comprehension, understanding) of the policy
· the direction of their(implementers’) response toward the policy (acceptance, neutrality, rejection)
·  the intensity of that response.

	Policy Environment
	· Management (Political ) support for the policy
· Internal stakeholders affected by the policy
· External stakeholders affected by the policy
· Legal framework to operate policy
· SWOT analysis for the internal environment to support the policy
· PESTLE analysis for the external environment to support the policy

	Policy Implementation
	· Actual implementation of the policy 
· Feedback on implementation of the policy through M&E.
Policy actions undertaken include: 
· Organization, that is, the establishment of the resources, offices, and methods for administering the policy; 
· Interpretation, that is, translating the policy’s language (the plans, directives, and regulatory requirements) into a language that those affected can understand; and 
· Application, that is, the routine provision of services, payments, or other agreed-upon policy objectives or instruments






1.2.4.	Contextual Perspective

 Basheka, Namara & Karyeija (2012); Opio-Lukone (2004); Kwesiga and Namisi (2006) all observed that a large percentage of Cabinet policy decisions in Uganda were not implemented due to limited resources, corruption, and limited capacities among public administrators. Furthermore, they observed that the policy management process has experienced poor coordination resulting in competing policies, duplication of policies, underfunded policies, and unanticipated budgetary demands. Similarly, Kiiza (2007) identified four big public policy issues in Uganda: policy execution, resource policy, domestic savings, and investment incentives.  These policy challenges are not only limited to Government Ministries but also to Departments and Agencies. Therefore it is expedient to understand the performance of policies formulated by URA as one of the Government Agencies. 

Within the last five years, URA has developed and implemented several policy instruments including among others, the Prosecution policy, the Business Intelligence policy, the Mission Critical policy, Talent Sourcing policy, the Transport policy and the Mileage Allowance policy.  In 2009 URA developed the Risk Management Policy which clearly shows how risk management is to be applied in the organization with the roles and responsibilities of senior management and other staff defined.  After almost five years of implementing this policy, we can’t say with certainty that this policy has been effectively implemented in URA. Aware of the factors that contribute to the successful implementation of a policy as defined in Van Meter and Van Horn’s implementation model, it would be expedient to undertake an empirical examination of these factors to explain the extent to which they have affected the implementation of the Risk Management policy in Uganda Revenue Authority.

1.3.	  Statement of the Problem

   URA over the years has successfully formulated several policies, including among others the Risk Management Policy.  In order to implement the risk management policy, URA has put in place structures, developed a corporate risk register that details all the key risks in the organization, sensitized and trained staff about risk management. Nevertheless, a review of the M&E reports and the annual Internal Audit and Compliance reports for the last four years 2009/10 to 2012/13 on  the implementation of the Risk Management Policy, showed severe implementation challenges such as non-linkages among the different departmental risk management units; non-integration of this policy into the existing departmental risk management policies or guidelines; lack of a centralized unit to monitor and review this policy owing to the decentralized system of policy formulation and implementation in URA; and lack of a readiness to mainstream this policy into departmental operations.  

Consequently, these observed policy implementation challenges have been reflected in the under-performance of the policy, inadequate allocation of resources to the implementation of this policy, limited staff skills or capability for this policy initiative; and insufficient risk contingency planning.  It wasn’t known to what extent the implementation of the risk management policy in URA had been affected by Policy standards and objectives, Policy resources, policy environment and the implementers’ disposition.  The researcher thus sought to demonstrate that successful policy implementation was dependent on these factors; and an empirical study of the said factors as posited in Van Meter and Van Horn’s model was undertaken and their impact on the implementation of the risk management policy in URA explained.

1.4.	General Objective of the Study

The general objective of this study was to investigate the factors affecting the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.

 1.5.	Specific Objectives of the Study

The specific objectives were to:
1.  Examine the extent to which policy standards and objectives affected the implementation of the risk management policy of URA.
2.  Study the extent to which policy resources affected the implementation of the risk management policy of URA.
3. Assess the extent to which policy environment influenced the implementation of the risk management policy of URA.
4. Assess the effect of implementers’ disposition on the implementation of   URA’s risk management policy.


1.6.	 Research Questions

The study was guided by the following key questions:

1. To what extent do policy standards and objectives affect the implementation of the risk management policy of URA?
2. To what extent do policy resources affect the implementation of URA’s risk management policy?
3. To what extent do policy environment influence the implementation of URA’s risk management policy?
4. To what extent does implementers’ disposition affect the implementation of URA’s risk management policy?

1.7.	 Hypotheses of the Study

1.	There is a positive relationship between policy standards and objectives and the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.
2.	Policy resources have a very strong effect on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.
3.	Policy environment has a strong influence on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.
4.	Implementers’ disposition has a very strong effect on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.

  1.8.	Conceptual Framework


Policy Standards & Objectives




Implementation of risk management policy
· Organization(infrastructure)
· Interpretation
· Application(routine provision of services)





Policy Resources




                                                    
Policy Environment



                                                                                                          


Dependent VariableImplementers’ Disposition


                
        Independent Variables
                                                                                 
Figure 1. Conceptual Framework (Source: Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975)

The dependent variable was policy implementation which was the variable of primary interest whose variance was explained by the independent variables of Policy Standards and Objectives, Policy Resources, Policy Environment and Implementers’ Disposition. According to Van Meter and Van Horn, the implementation of a policy is assessed by the achievement of its standards and objectives. To assess the extent to which the policy's standards and objectives are realized, performance indicators should be defined. Standards and objectives elaborate on the overall goals of the policy decision. Policy implementation requires that goals and objectives be identified and measured since we can’t talk about policy implementation succeeding or failing without a goal against which to measure it.

Availability of resources leads to effective policy implementation and no policy can successfully be implemented without adequate resources. These resources may include funds (budget allocations), human resources, and ICT infrastructure in the policy that might facilitate effective implementation. 

The policy environment constitutes the context in which a policy operates.  This context includes the internal (represented by the SWOT analysis) and external (represented by the political, social, economic, legal, technological, etc.-PESTEL analysis) environments; the stakeholders (both internal and external) who are affected by the policy. If the environment supports the policy then implementation of the same will be effective. 

Each of the components of the model discussed above are filtered through the attitudes and perceptions of the implementer within the jurisdiction where the policy is delivered. Even if an organization has clear policy standards and objectives; and the necessary resources, operating within a conducive environment, if the staff who are the implementers of the policy have an attitude of indifference, unwillingness to implement or misunderstand a policy, then  implementation of such a policy will not be effective.  Three elements of the implementers' response may affect their ability and willingness to carry out the policy: their cognition (comprehension, understanding) of the policy, the direction of their response toward it (acceptance, neutrality, rejection), and the intensity of that response. Thus implementers’ disposition affects the implementation of a policy.

1.9.	 Significance of the Study

 This study was intended to empirically test the relationship between the independent variables of policy standards and objectives; policy resources; policy environment; and implementers’ disposition as defined in Van Meter and Van Horn’s theoretical model and the dependent variable of policy implementation; and how these variables act as key success factors in implementing the Risk Management policy in Uganda Revenue Authority. Furthermore, the study underscored the linkage between policy design and policy implementation. It is one thing to examine the determinants of policy decisions and to identify their impacts or consequences-it is another to provide explanations through policy implementation for these observed consequences. The findings added to the overall body of knowledge on policy implementation.

1.10.	Scope of the Study

Content Scope
This study was limited to assessment of the relationship between the independent variables of Policy standards and objectives, Policy resources, policy environment and Implementers’ disposition and the dependent variable of policy implementation. 
Geographical Scope
The study was conducted within Kampala because the target population was mainly domiciled in Kampala. This study involved both the middle and senior management of URA because the senior managers formulate the policies and the middle managers implement the same. 
Time Scope
The study examined the implementation of the Risk Management policy in URA for the last 4 years from 2009 to 2013.  This was because the policy was developed in 2009 and this four year period was good enough to assess the impact of the implementation of the Risk Management policy. 

1.11.	Justification of the Study

In Uganda, there seems to be a general consensus according to May (2009) that policy formulation and implementation have fallen short of expectations, leading to a failure in achieving good governance.  The conceptual framework on policy implementation as defined by Van Meter and Van Horn (1975) gives a good understanding of the key variables necessary for successful implementation of policies. Policy implementation is usually the link between policy design and policy impact and therefore in studying the variables that determine the transformation of policy decisions into policy action (implementation), this study equally provided understanding into the implementation of policies in URA and other organizations.



1.12.	Operational Definitions of Terms and Concepts

 The term policy in this research was used to mean administrative policies that are formulated and implemented by Government agencies such as URA in order to support good governance of these agencies.
Policy implementation in this research was defined to mean those actions undertaken by public or private institutions that are directed at the achievement of policy objectives set forth in prior policy decisions(Van Meter & Van Horn,1975); or policy implementation  simply means ‘what happens between policy expectations and (perceived) policy results’ (DeLeon, 1999a cited in Hill & Hupe, 2002)
Risk management in this research meant the systematic application of management procedures and practices which provide policy analysts with the necessary information to address policy risks.
Policy standards and objectives are the overall goals of the policy. The policy objectives define the purpose for which a particular policy was designed; and the Policy standards are performance indicators that help us to know the extent to which a particular policy has been implemented. Both the Policy standards and objectives are expected to be included in any Policy document.
Policy Resources include all the necessary facilitation in aiding the implementation of a specific policy. Resources includes human resources, funds, IT resources, equipment, infrastructure (such as systems, tools of trade, well-furnished offices), etc. 
The policy environment constitutes the context in which a policy operates.  This context includes the internal and external environments; the stakeholders (both internal and external) who are affected by the policy. The SWOT analysis usually gives a good assessment of the internal environment; whereas the PESTEL analysis gives an assessment of the external environment. 
Implementers’ Disposition refers to the attitudes and perceptions of the implementers of a policy- in this case the staff of URA. These attitudes and perceptions are their cognition (comprehension, understanding) of the policy, the direction of their response toward it (acceptance, neutrality, or rejection), and the intensity of that response.




CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW


2.1.	Introduction

This chapter presents reviewed literature undertaken by different scholars on the subject of policy implementation and includes the theoretical approach underpinning the study of policy implementation, and a discussion of the variables defined in the conceptual framework.

2.2.	Policy Implementation   Models

Policy implementation literature has provided three distinct theoretical approaches to the study of implementation (Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma, 2010):
1. Top-down models put their main emphasis on the ability of decision makers to produce        unequivocal policy objectives and on controlling the implementation stage; 2. Bottom-up critiques view local bureaucrats as the main actors in policy delivery and conceive     implementation as negotiation processes within networks of implementers; and 3. Hybrid theories try to overcome the divide between the other two approaches by incorporating     elements of top-down, bottom-up and other theoretical models. Figure 2 below summarizes the key contributors to the different approaches of policy implementation.
         [image: ]
Figure 2. Top-down, bottom-up, and hybrid theories: key contributions.

2.2.1.	 Top-Down Model

Top-down theories according to Pulzl and Treib (2007) started from the assumption that policy implementation starts with a decision made by the central government. They assumed a direct causal link between policies and observed outcomes and tended to disregard the impact of implementers on policy delivery. Top downers essentially followed a prescriptive approach that interpreted policy as input and implementation as output factors. The following authors are classical top-down scholars: Pressman and Wildavsky (1973), Van Meter and Van Horn (1975), Bardach (1977), as well as Sabatier and Mazmanian (1979, 1980), and also Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983). 

Pressman and Wildavsky’s original work followed a rational model approach. They started from the assumption that policy objectives are set out by central policy makers. They posited that implementation research was left with the task of analyzing the difficulties in achieving these objectives. Hence, they saw implementation as an “interaction between the setting of goals and actions geared to achieve them” (Pressman and Wildavsky 1973, p.15 cited in Pulzl & Treib, 2007). 

Van Meter and Van Horn (1975) offered a more elaborate theoretical model. They were concerned with the study of whether implementation outcomes corresponded to the objectives set out in initial policy decisions. Their model included six variables that shape the relationship between policy and performance. They argued that the extent of policy change had a crucial impact on the likelihood of effective implementation and that the degree of consensus on goals was important. Hence, significant policy change was only possible if goal consensus among actors was high. 

 Bardach (1977) cited in Pulzl and Treib (2007) provided a classical metaphor for the implementation process. He acknowledged the political character of the implementation process and therefore promoted the idea of using game theoretic tools for explaining implementation. Bardach thus provided ideas that also influenced bottom-up scholars. His core recommendation was to give attention to the “scenario writing” process, which meant that successful implementation, was possible if policy makers succeeded in structuring the implementation games thoughtfully.

Sabatier and Mazmanian (1979, 1980, 1983) like other scholars, started their analysis with a policy decision that was made by governmental representatives. Their model lists six criteria for effective implementation: (1) policy objectives are clear and consistent, (2) the program is based on a valid causal theory, (3) the implementation process is structured adequately, (4) implementing officials are committed to the program’s goals, (5) interest groups and (executive and legislative) sovereigns are supportive, and (6) there are no detrimental changes in the socio-economic framework conditions. 

Although Sabatier and Mazmanian (1979) acknowledged that perfect hierarchical control over the implementation process was hard to achieve in practice and that unfavorable conditions could cause implementation failure, they argued that policy makers could ensure effective implementation through adequate program design and a clever structuration of the implementation process.


2.2.2.	 Bottom-Up Model

According to Pulzl and Treib (2007) the bottom-up model emerged as a critical response to the top-down school of thought. Theorists conducted studies on the real causes that influence action on the ground by identifying the networks of actors involved in actual policy delivery. They rejected the idea that policies are defined at the central level and that implementers need to stick to these objectives as neatly as possible. Instead, the availability of discretion at the stage of policy delivery appeared as a beneficial factor as local bureaucrats were seen to be much nearer to the real problems than central policy makers. The classical bottom-up researchers are:   Lipsky (1971, 1980), Elmore (1980) and Hjern (1982).

Lipsky (1971, 1980) analyzed the behavior of public service workers (e.g., teachers, social workers, police officers, doctors), which he called “street-level bureaucrats.” In his seminal article of 1971, Lipsky argued that policy analysts needed to consider the direct interactions between social workers and citizens. Street-level bureaucrats were considered to have considerable autonomy due to the amount of discretion at their disposal.  Pulzl and Treib (2007) have posited that the importance of Lipsky’s work lies in the fact that his approach was both a justification for methodological strategies that focused on street-level actors and a demonstration that successful implementation of policies weren’t dependent on the hierarchical chain of command and well-defined policy objectives as argued by the top-down approaches.

The main concern of Elmore (1980 cited in Pulzl & Treib, 2007) was the question of how to study implementation. His concept of “backward mapping” suggested that analysis should start with a specific policy problem and then examine the actions of local agencies to solve this problem. Pulzl and Treib (2007) citing Hjern & Hull (1982) suggested that implementation analysis should start with the identification of networks of actors from all relevant agencies collaborating in implementation and then examine the way they try to solve their problems. 

2.2.3.	 Hybrid Model

As a reaction to growing uneasiness with the heated debate between top-downers and bottom- uppers, researchers such as Elmore (1985), Sabatier (1986a), and Goggin et al. (1990), Scharpf (1978), Windhoff-Héritier (1980), Ripley and Franklin (1982), and winter (1990) tried to synthesize both approaches. The new models presented by these scholars combined elements of both sides in order to avoid the conceptual weaknesses of both approaches. Taking the top-downers’ concern with effective policy execution as their starting point, they blended several elements of the bottom-up perspective and of other theories into their models thus the name hybrid theories.  The model posits that policy makers should  start with the consideration of policy instruments and available resources for policy change (forward mapping) and also identify the incentive structure of implementers and target groups (backward mapping)(Elmore,1985 cited in Pulzl and Treib ,2007).

In his seminal article on implementation research, Sabatier (1986a) proposed an advocacy coalition framework which emphasizes the role of policy learning and recognizes the importance of extraneous social and economic conditions that may impact on the policy making, although it seems to neglect the social and historical context in which change occurs.  Majone and Wildavsky (1978) cited in Pulzl and Treib (2007) presented a model similar to the advocacy coalition framework in which the core argument was that implementation is an evolutionary process where programs are constantly reshaped and redefined. His model started from policy inputs defined by central policy makers; and also embraced the idea that these inputs will almost inevitably be changed in the course of their execution. Thus incremental learning processes were at the heart of this approach.

Winter (1990) contributed to overcoming the separation of policy formation and implementation by looking at how characteristics of the policy formulation process (like the level of conflict or the level of attention of proponents) impacts on implementation. Goggin, et al (1990), embraced the fact that implementers are political actors in their own right and that the outcome of this endeavor entailed complicated negotiation processes between implementers and central authorities. 

Scharpf (1978) cited in Pulzl and Treib (2007) introduced the concept of policy networks to implementation research, where he suggested giving more weight to processes of coordination and collaboration among separate but mutually dependent actors. The concept of policy networks later became a major approach to the study of policy change as a whole.  

In conclusion, the approaches summarized under the heading of “hybrid theories” brought two important innovations to implementation theory. First, they tried to overcome the conceptual weaknesses of the polarized debate between bottom-up and top-down scholars by focusing on empirical arguments about the proper conceptualization of the implementation processes and pragmatically blended the extreme arguments of both sides into models that embraced both central steering and local autonomy. Second, some of the hybrid theorists pointed to important factors that had hitherto received little attention. Scholars like Sabatier and Winter raised the awareness that implementation cannot be analyzed without looking at the policy formulation process.  This research study was guided by the top-down policy implementation model using Van Meter and Van Horn’s policy implementation model described hereunder.

2.3.	 Van Meter and Van Horn’s Implementation Model

Hill and Hupe (2002) observed that the contribution to the literature by the American scholars Donald Van Meter and Carl Van Horn consists in moving forward from the more general approach of policy implementation by Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) to offer a model for the analysis of the implementation process. Van Meter and Van Horn’s hypothesis was that implementation would be most successful where only marginal change was required and goal consensus was high.  Van Meter and Van Horn suggested a model in which six variables were linked dynamically to the production of an outcome ‘performance’. 

The model is set out in Figure 3. They clearly saw implementation as a process that started from an initial policy decision: According to Van Meter and Van Horn, Policy implementation encompasses those actions by public and private individuals (or groups) that are directed at the achievement of objectives set forth in prior policy decisions. That process is presented as going through a series of stages, with the arrows in Figure 3 pointing forward or sideways and not back

[image: ]
Figure 3. A model of the policy-implementation process (Source: Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975:463)

to the policy.  The six variables identified in Figure 3 above are:
• Policy standards and objectives, which elaborate on the overall goals of the policy decision to provide concrete and more specific standards for assessing performance;
• The resources and incentives made available;
• The quality of inter-organizational relationships;
• The characteristics of the implementation agencies;
• The economic, social and political environment; and
• The ‘disposition’ or ‘response’ of the implementers, involving three elements: their cognition (comprehension, understanding) of the policy, the direction of their response to it (acceptance, neutrality, rejection) and the intensity of that response.
Van Meter and Van Horn’s comparatively straightforward model provided a valuable starting point for a number of studies of implementation processes.  In undertaking an empirical study of this model, the researcher considered four of the variables in this model with some modifications to note: policy standards and objectives, policy resources, policy environment and implementers’ disposition. These variables and their impact on policy implementation are discussed hereunder.

2.4. Policy Standards & Objectives and Policy Implementation

 Van Meter and Van Horn noted that the factors that determine policy implementation are dependent on proper definition of standards and objectives through the identification of performance indicators. Essentially, performance indicators assess the extent to which the policy's standards and objectives are realized. Standards and objectives elaborate on the overall goals of the policy decision. They move beyond the generalities of the policy document to provide concrete and more specific standards for assessing policy implementation and they must be clear, consistent, and accurate.

 Corkery et al (1998) cited in Tsendjav (2011); and Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma (2010) agreed with Van Meter and Van Horn when they noted that successful policy implementation was dependent on a clearly-defined goal and strategy for its achievement.  Tsendjav (2011) citing other scholars showed that effective policy implementation required an appropriate transmission of information for the sake of policy clarity. The policy message needs to be clear and consistent, assuming that the policy itself has a clear set of goals and activities. Policy implementation cannot benefit the target groups unless the policy objectives and methods are well known.  

Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma (2010) on the contrary, argued that policy implementation entailed asking if the policy’s goals, objectives, and strategies were clear and appropriate given the issues to be addressed by the policy; if the key stakeholders agreed on the goals and strategies; and if the policy had been disseminated to and understood by those responsible for its implementation. They further noted that the starting point for policy implementation should be the policy itself. 

The policy’s content, formulation process, and extent of its dissemination influence whether the necessary groundwork is in place to support effective implementation (Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma, 2010). Policy content should clearly frame the underlying problem area, the policy’s goals and objectives, and the population to be benefited, along with the broad actions and strategies to address the problem. Other crucial elements include time horizons, rationale, and language used. Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma (2010) posited that unclear or confusing policy objectives or actions may be one reason why some policies are not implemented.

 A research by Trakulmututa & Chaijareonwattana (2013) involving 387 local government organizations on the factors affecting the achievement of good governance in HRM of the local governments in Southern Part of Thailand found that policy standards and objectives, among others, were causal factors that had an indirect effect to the achievement of good governance in HRM of the local governments.

The researcher noted however, that though theoretical studies had underpinned the influence of policy standards and objectives to policy implementation, there were few empirical studies especially Tsendjav’s research on the Civil Service Reform Policy in Mongolia where Tsendjav (2011) that showed that the clarity of policy objectives and strategies had a direct effect on the implementation of that policy.

2.5.	Policy Resources and Policy Implementation

According to Van Meter and Van Horn (1975), policies furnish more than the standards and objectives against which to judge implementation: they also make available resources which facilitate their administration. These resources may include funds or other incentives in the program that might encourage or facilitate effective implementation.  Tsendjav (2011) and Gerston (2004) cited in  Tsendjav (2011) agreed with Van Meter and Van Horn (1975)  when they explained that adequate financial resources facilitated operationalization of policies, and achievement of policy objectives. According to them, funding was the hallmark of commitment. 

Tsendjav (2011) further posited that policy resources, including but not limited to personnel, budget, infrastructure, machinery, and equipment, were necessary to manage a policy to reach its goals; and that both the quantity and appropriate allocation of resources were important.  Tsendjav (2011) citing other scholars such as Edwards (1980), Cheema and Rondinelli (1983), Hambleton (1983), Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983) supported the notion that sufficient financial resources were a crucial factor for policy implementation success. They further argued that adequate budget allocation to support policy implementation was crucial for its success, and thus, both the budget for initial investment and the budget for maintenance costs and training were important. 

Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma (2010) viewed strong leadership and commitment as part of policy resources   essential for policy implementation. This is because strong leadership is needed to ensure the follow through, resources, and accountability needed for putting policies into practice.  Usually high-level actors and influential leaders can communicate about the policy’s goals, rationale, and mechanisms, and champion the policy to ensure implementation, which requires coordination and cooperation. The level of consensus among leaders and other policy stakeholders on the content of a policy and its need for implementation will affect the degree and timing of its roll-out. 
 They posited that before implementation it would be necessary to ask if an implementation plan existed; if organizations needed new skills and training in order to implement the new policy; if funding for new initiatives was secured; and if the resource flow was reliable.
 
Bhuyan, Jorgensen, and Sharma (2010) further argued that, effective policy implementation requires planning and mobilization of sufficient resources. Strong strategic action plans, work plans, budgets, and operational directives are often the missing link between policy formulation and actual implementation. Once strategies are determined, implementing organizations need to estimate and mobilize the financial, human, and material resources required to effectively implement the policy. Because new policies often involve new strategies, organizations may be required to modify or even abandon old practices and undertake new activities. In many cases, this requires implementers to be trained in the content of the policy and required skills. For example, if a policy calls for expanding the pool of healthcare providers who can perform family planning services, such as insertion of intrauterine devices, then nurses or other personnel will need appropriate training if the policy is to achieve its goal. 

Ditlopo, et al (2013) underscored the role of policy resources when in their case study involving 42 nurses on policy implementation and financial incentives for nurses in South Africa found that there were several implementation weaknesses - the key being that insufficient attention was paid to time and resources. 

These observations notwithstanding, the researcher observed that there were hardly any empirical studies conducted to demonstrate the effect of policy resources on policy implementation. 

2.6. Policy Environment and Policy Implementation

In discussing the influence of policy environment on policy implementation, Van Horn and Van Meter(1975), proposed the following questions regarding the economic, social, and political environment within which implementation takes place: (a) Are the economic resources available within the implementing  organization sufficient to support successful implementation? (b) To what extent (and how) will prevailing economic and social conditions be affected by the implementation of the policy in question? (c) What is the nature of public opinion; how salient is the related policy issue? (d) Do elites favor or oppose implementation of the policy? (e) What is the partisan character of the implementing organization; is there partisan opposition or support for the policy? (f) To what extent are private interest groups mobilized in support or opposition to the policy?   The researcher noted however, that though these questions were important while reviewing policy implementation of public policies such as NAADS, they may have to be re-defined to apply to administrative policies that support good governance of agencies such as URA.

Nevertheless, scholars such as Corkery et al (1998) cited in Tsendjav (2011) agreed with Van Meter and Van Horn when they noted that successful policy implementation was dependent on explicit political support over an extended period to give the exercise of policy implementation credibility. Bhuyan, Jorgensen, and Sharma (2010) defined policy environment to mean  the various social, political, and economic factors outside of the policy process that can either enhance or hinder effective implementation. Depending on the nature and scope of the policy, social norms such as gender inequality and governing processes such as decentralization and other factors can affect policy implementation.  Additionally, Bhuyan, Jorgensen, and Sharma (2010) posited that policy implementation cannot be removed from the context in which they take place. 

The social, political, and economic contexts influence what policies are developed and whether and how those policies are put into practice. Contextual and environmental factors can provide both opportunities and constraints for effective policy implementation. These forces exist at multiple levels (e.g., international, national, local) and change over time. For example, policies are often formulated within a multi-year timeframe. Thus, achieving policy goals means that implementation must proceed through inevitable changes in political regimes, governmental structures, economic conditions, and social environments (Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma, 2010). 
Tsendjav (2011)’s empirical study showed that political factors indirectly affected the effectiveness of the Civil Service Reform policy in Mongolia. 

2.7.	Implementers’ Disposition and Policy Implementation

Each of the components of the model discussed above must be clarified through the perceptions of the implementer within the agency where the policy is delivered. This is because even if an organization has clear policy standards and objectives; and the necessary resources, operating within a conducive environment, if the staff who are the implementers of the policy have an attitude of indifference, unwillingness to implement or misunderstand a policy, then  implementation of such a policy will not be effective(Van Horn & Van Meter,1975).   

Three elements of the implementer’s' response may affect their ability and willingness to carry out the policy: their cognition (comprehension, understanding) of the policy, the direction of their response toward the policy (acceptance, neutrality, rejection), and the intensity of that response. The implementers' understanding of the general intent, as well as the specific standards and objectives of the policy, is important. Moreover, successful implementation may be frustrated when the policy decision seems to contradict the implementers’ deeply cherished beliefs (Van Horn & Van Meter, 1975). 

Under circumstances of cognitive dissonance, the individual may attempt to bring the displeasing message into balance with his perception of what the decision ought to have been. The direction of implementers' dispositions toward the standards and objectives is crucial also. Implementers may fail to execute policies faithfully because they reject the goals contained in them (Van Horn & Van Meter, 1975). Conversely, widespread acceptance of the policy's standards and objectives, on the part of those responsible for administering it, will enhance greatly the potential for successful execution. At minimum, it would seem that shared attitudes will make implementation easier. The goals of a policy may be rejected for a variety of reasons: they may offend implementers’ personal value systems, extra-organizational loyalties, sense of self-interest, or existing and preferred relationships (Van Horn & Van Meter, 1975).

Lipsky (1976) emphasized that individual compliance of front-line implementers (whom he termed street-level bureaucrats), was a significant factor for policy implementation effectiveness. He affirmed that these street-level bureaucrats are the people that ultimately implement the policy. These individuals have substantial discretion in the execution of the daily work, and their compliance with the policy is regarded as a crucial factor for policy implementation success. Pressman and Wildavsky (1979) acknowledged that “disposition” is one of the key factors affecting the success or failure of policy implementation and proposed that a sufficient incentive must be provided to avoid the dissatisfaction of implementers. 

The study done by Sorg (1983) cited in Tsendjav (2011) on the individual compliance of street-level bureaucrats whose actions shaped the operational configuration of public policies is of high interest in this respect. He studied the implementation behavior of these individuals and came up with three types of behavior: Intentional compliance, where the implementers intend to comply and perform their tasks successfully; Unintentional non-compliance, or error; here, the implementers intend to comply but fail to do so. This may occur because of misunderstanding of the policy objectives and contents or limitations in their capacity; and Intentional non-compliance, where the implementers intend not to implement the policy and they avoid complying with the implementation. It may because they disagree with the policy or dislike the policy or the policy is against their standard procedures or because of their loss of self-interest, such as power, authority or position (Tsendjav, 2011 citing Sorg, 1983).

Finally, the intensity of implementers' dispositions may affect the performance of the policy. Those holding intense negative preferences may be led to outright and open defiance of the program's objectives (Van Horn & Van Meter, 1975). When this occurs the implementation question may become moot-subordinates may refuse to participate in the program altogether. Less intense attitudes may cause implementers to attempt secretive diversion and evasion, a more common pattern (Van Horn & Van Meter, 1975). 

The researcher noted however, that there were hardly any empirical studies on this variable except Tsendjav’ s  study that showed a direct effect on the effectiveness of  the Civil Service Reform policy in Mongolia(Tsendjav,2011). 



2.8.	Summary of the Literature Reviewed

The literature reviewed demonstrates that several theoretical studies conducted by different scholars on the impact of policy standards and objectives; policy resources; policy environment; and implementers’ disposition affects policy implementation are in agreement with Van Meter and Van Horn’s policy implementation model especially regarding how these four independent variables in their model affect policy implementation as a dependent variable. The researcher noted however, that with the exception of Tsendjav (2011) who conducted an empirical study on the effectiveness of the Civil Service Reform policy in Mongolia, empirical studies on policy implementation were still few; and no research had specifically been undertaken on the impact of these variables on implementation of the risk management policy.  Thus the researcher posited that it was crucial to undertake another empirical study applying these policy variables on the implementation of the risk management policy within the context of Uganda Revenue Authority. 


CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

3.1. 	Introduction
 
This section described the methods and procedures that were employed in conducting 	the study. It included the research design, population, sample size and sampling 	techniques, data collection procedures and data analysis.

3.2.	Research Design

The study employed a cross-sectional correlation research design. A cross-sectional study was preferred because the variables of interest in a sample of subjects were examined once and the relationships between them determined (Sekaran, 2003). Furthermore, the decision for the use of the cross-sectional research design was based on the consideration that this was a quantitative study where assumptions were made about testing theories deductively based on the research problem, building in protections against bias, controlling for alternative explanations, and being able to generalize and replicate the findings (Creswell, 2008). This study also called for procedures of inquiry (or strategies), specific methods of data collection, analysis and interpretation which are quantitative (Creswell, 2008). 
The correlation research design was chosen because it would adequately test the hypotheses stated in chapter one; identify and control extraneous factors; the results would be generalizable and the hypotheses would be rejected or retained via statistical means efficiently using available resources (Centre for Industrial Relations, n.d.). Given the proposed research design above, quantitative methods of data collection and analysis were employed. Qualitative analysis was to a small extent also employed. 

3.3. 	Study Population

The target population was the staff of URA whose population size is about 2500. However, the accessible population for this research was the middle and senior management of URA whose population size totals 257.  The middle managers comprising Supervisors (totaling 144) and Managers (totaling 80) and senior managers comprising Assistant Commissioners (totaling 27) and Commissioners (totaling 6) were chosen for this study because they are involved in policy formulation for the case of senior managers and policy implementation for the case of middle managers.

3.4. 	Determination of the Sample Size

The sample size was determined using Krejcie and Morgan (1970), sample size tables (Sekaran, 2003). Using a population size of 257, the sample size to be used in this study was 152. Roscoe (1975, as cited in Sekaran, 2003) in one of his thumb rules for determining sample size observed that sample sizes larger than 30 and less than 500 (such as the one determined above) were appropriate for most research.

3.5. 	Sampling Techniques and Procedures

Stratified random sampling was employed to select the participants within the sample. The objective of stratified random sampling was to achieve the desired representation from various subgroups in the population.  Hence respondents were picked from both the strata of middle and senior managers. Furthermore, there were six departments from which these respondents were selected. Disproportionate stratified sampling was used as a sampling procedure. Disproportionate stratified sampling is a stratified sampling procedure in which the number of elements sampled from each stratum is not proportional to their representation in the total population. Population elements in this type of sampling procedure are not given an equal chance to be included in the sample. The same sampling fraction is not applied to each stratum. Disproportionate sampling is most appropriate where one or more of the subgroups is very small in comparison to other groups, or where the target of the study is specific and oversampling of a group may provide more accurate results.
Stratified samples were considered because they yield smaller random sampling errors than those obtained with a simple random sample of the same sample size, especially if optimum allocation is used (Sage, n.d.).  The distribution of the participants in each stratum is shown in table 2 below.



[bookmark: _Toc308626649]Table 2: Sample size for the study
	Category
	Accessible Population
	Sample Size
	Sampling Technique employed

	Commissioners
	6
	6
	Disproportionate stratified sampling

	Assistant Commissioners
	27
	26
	Disproportionate stratified sampling

	Managers
	80
	72
	Disproportionate stratified sampling

	Supervisors
	144
	48
	Disproportionate stratified sampling

	Total
	257
	152
	


Source: URA Human Resource Office (2013).

3.6. 	Data Collection Methods

Data was collected using the methods of Questionnaire Survey and Documentary review as described below.

3.6.1. 	Questionnaire Survey
Self- administered questionnaires were used to collect data from the participants.  This method of data collection was efficient since the variables of interest to be measured were clearly known. Also questionnaires were easy and cheap to administer either personally, mailed to the respondents, or electronically distributed (Sekaran, 2003).

[bookmark: _Toc308618624]3.6.2.	 Documentary Review

The researcher reviewed the necessary policy documents considering the research variables. These documents included the URA’s Risk Management policy, URA Risk management guidelines, URA operational risk register, and departmental risk management plans. This method provided a good source of secondary data. This method was good due to its low costs in terms of time and cost and data was easily obtained (Sekaran, 2003).

3.7.	 Data Collection Instruments

3.7.1.	 Questionnaire

 Both structured and unstructured questions were administered to the respondents. Closed questions helped the respondents to make quick decisions to choose among the several alternatives before them. Also they were easy to code for subsequent analysis. Responses to open-ended questions were edited and categorized for subsequent data analysis. The questionnaires administered are attached in Annex I.


[bookmark: _Toc308618628]3.7.2.	Documentary Review Checklist

 A documentary review checklist as shown in Annex II was used to collect data on the study variables. The following risk management documents were reviewed: The URA risk management policy where the policy standards and objectives therein were examined. The roles and responsibilities of Senior Management in this policy was reviewed as part of the anticipated support provided by Management towards implementation of this policy.  Other documents included the URA risk management guidelines; URA operational risk register; and departmental risk management guidelines.

 3.8. 	Validity and Reliability

3.8.1. 	Validity

Validity tests how well an instrument that is developed measures the particular concept it is intended to measure, that is, Validity is concerned with whether we measure the right concept.  Hence Validity of the instruments were measured using content validity (which is a function of how well the dimensions and elements of a concept (variable) have been delineated) and construct validity (which shows whether the instrument taps the concept as theorized). Validity test was computed using content validity index (C V I) basing on four (4) point scale of relevant, quite relevant, somewhat relevant, and not relevant. The proportion of relevant and quite relevant was computed from the experts.   The CVI for each scale item was measured as the proportion of experts who rated the item as relevant or quite relevant.  
Table 3. Content Validity Index values
	Constructs
	Number of Judges who rated 
	CVI

	
	not relevant
	Some
what relevant
	quite relevant
	Relevant
	

	Policy Standards & Objectives, and Policy Implementation
	0
	1
	2
	4
	0.85

	Policy Resources and Policy Implementation

	0
	2
	2
	3
	0.71

	Policy Environment and Policy Implementation
	0
	1
	3
	3
	0.85

	Implementers Disposition and Policy Implementation
	0
	0
	5
	2
	100


Source: primary data

The CVI for the entire question was the proportion of the total number of items deemed content valid as a proportion of the total questions, in this case: 25 of the 27 items were deemed content valid giving a CVI of 0.92. Krishnaveni and Ranganath (2011) had noted that where the CVI was greater than 0.5, then the concepts being measured were valid.

3.8.2.	 RELIABILITY
 Reliability tests how consistently a measuring instrument measures whatever concept it is measuring, that is, Reliability is concerned with stability and consistency of measurement. Hence to ensure reliability of the instruments, they were pretested using a small number of respondents. Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient was used to measure internal consistency reliability.  To provide an indicator of the reliability of the proposed scales, pretest results from 16 respondents were used to compute the Cronbach’s Alpha for each scale. The Cronbach’s Alpha is a measure of internal consistency that tests whether several items that propose to measure the same general construct produce similar scores. A scale was considered sufficiently reliable if its Cronbach’s Alpha was at least 0.7 (Nunally & Bernstein, 1994; Sekaran, 2003). 
Table 4.  Cronbach Alpha Values 
	Item
	Cronbach’s Alpha

	Policy Standards & Objectives, and Policy Implementation
	0.784

	Policy Resources and Policy Implementation
	0.773

	Policy Environment and Policy Implementation
	0.816

	Implementers Disposition and Policy Implementation
	0.894

	Overall Instrument Score
	0.892


Source: primary data
The results showed that for the most part of the questionnaire, the items of each scale hang together pretty well since the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients of the proposed scales exceeded 0.7. The overall instrument Cronbach's alpha coefficient of .892 was clearly acceptable.  A commonly accepted rule of thumb is that a α of 0.6-0.7 indicates acceptable reliability, and 0.8 or higher indicates good reliability (Nunally & Bernstein, 1994; Sekaran, 2003).  


3.9. Data Analysis

After data was obtained through questionnaires, it was edited, coded, and categorized.  SPSS computer software was used to enter data for analysis. Data was then analyzed according to the type of data as described below.

3.9.1. Quantitative Data

Data was analyzed using both descriptive statistics and inferential statistics. Descriptive statistics using the mode as a measure of central tendency was used to describe the variables. In Inferential statistics, the Spearman rank order correlation coefficient rho, for ordinal level data was used to measure the strength and direction of relationships between the study variables. DePoy & Gitlin (2011) posited that to indicate the magnitude or strength of a relationship, the value that is calculated in correlational statistics ranges from -1 to +1. The value of -1 indicates a perfect negative correlation and +1 denotes a perfect positive correlation. 

The closer a correlational statistical value falls to 1(absolute value of 1), the stronger the relationship (DePoy & Gitlin, 2011). The study hypotheses were tested using the p-value (significance level).  Significance levels give the probability that chance produced an observed pattern in the data. Significance tests set thresholds for deciding whether the significance level is low enough to conclude that a relationship is real(not due to chance). If the significance level is low enough, the relationship is considered statistically significant (Sweet & Grace-Martin, 2012).

[bookmark: _Toc308618636]3.9.2.	 Qualitative Data Analysis

Qualitative data was mainly analysed using Content analysis. Key themes from the participants’ responses were identified, coded, the number of times a theme was mentioned (frequency) was noted and then these responses were quantitatively analyzed to generate (quasi) statistics.

3.10. 	Measurement of Variables

       The research variables were measured using an ordinal scale. Ordinal according to DePoy & Gitlin (2011) means “order” and is the numerical value that assigns an order to a set of observations. DePoy & Gitlin (2011) further noted that ordinal scales have a Likert-type response format in which a study participant responds to one of four to seven categories, such as strongly agree, agree, uncertain, disagree, or strongly disagree. However, DePoy & Gitlin (2011) argue that there is considerable debate as to whether behavioral scales represent ordinal or interval levels of measurement. 

Researchers who accept this type of scaling as an interval measure argue that the distance between “strongly agree” and “agree” is equivalent to the distance between “disagree” and “strongly disagree”. Others however, argue that there is no empirical justification for making this assumption and that the data generated should be considered ordinal (DePoy & Gitlin, 2011).
The Likert scale was used as the rating scale to examine how strongly respondents agreed or disagreed with statements on a 5-point scale with the following anchors:

  Strongly           Disagree           Neither Agree           Agree            Strongly
  Disagree                                    nor Disagree                                     Agree
    1                       2                         3                                4                      5 
	


CHAPTER FOUR

PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS, INTERPRETATION AND OBSERVATIONS

4.1 	Introduction

This chapter analyses and interprets results from the study which involved administering questionnaires to selected respondents and reviewing risk management documents from URA. The research findings relate to the independent variables of Policy Standards and Objectives, Policy Resources, Policy Environment and Implementers’ Disposition and the dependent variable of policy implementation. The chapter discusses how these variables impact the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. 

4.2	Response Rate

The study was based on the sample size of 152 respondents of which 6 were Commissioners, 26 were Assistant Commissioners, 72 were Managers and 48 were Supervisors.  The response rate differed across strata for instance, it was 33% among Commissioners, 77% among Assistant Commissioners, 74% among Managers, and 38% among Supervisors. The overall response rate was 61%; which is sufficiently above the recommended 50% rate (Amin, 2005).  Response rate was computed using the formula below: 



Table 5. Response rate 
	Category
	Sample Size
	Response
	Percentage

	Commissioners
	6
	2
	33

	Assistant Commissioners
	26
	20
	77

	Managers
	72
	53
	74

	Supervisors
	48
	18
	38

	Total
	152
	93
	61%


Source: primary data

4.3 Policy Standards & Objectives and Policy Implementation

This section presents descriptive findings and results on the first objective that seeks to examine the extent to which policy standards and objectives affect the implementation of the risk management policy of URA. It also presents findings of the hypothesis “There is a positive relationship between the implementation of URA’s risk management policy and its policy standards and objectives”.

4.3.1. Descriptive results on policy standards & objectives and policy implementation

Table 6 below presents the survey results on the extent to which policy standards and objectives affect the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. It summarizes respondents’ perception of the relationship between policy standards & objectives and policy implementation. The respondents were required to tick the option that most represented their opinion from a five (5) point Likert scale of 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = neither disagree nor agree, 4 = Agree, or 5 = strongly agree. The Mode represents the highest number of respondents that gave their opinion based on the Likert scale.

Table 6. Responses on the relationship between policy standards & objectives and policy implementation
	Policy standards & objectives
	Strongly disagree

	Disagree
	Neither disagree nor agree
	Agree
	Strongly agree
	Mode

	The Risk Management policy in URA has clearly defined policy goals and objectives.
	2.2
(2)
	20.4
(19)
	16.1
(15)
	43.0
(40)
	18.3
(17)
	4

	The Risk Management policy in URA has clearly defined policy goals and objectives at all levels of implementation.
	3.2
(3)
	41.9
(39)
	25.8
(24)
	21.5
(20)
	7.5
(7)
	2

	The risk management policy standards and objectives are effectively communicated among all staff within URA
	12.9
(12)
	53.8
(50)
	15.1
(14)
	11.8
(11)
	6.5
(6)
	2

	My department has specific standards for assessing the implementation of the Risk Management policy.
	4.3
(4)
	34.4
(32)
	21.5
(20)
	32.3
(30)
	7.5
(7)
	2

	The performance indicators for assessing the implementation of the Risk Management policy in my department are very clear.
	4.3
(4)
	40.9
(38)
	23.7
(22)
	26.9
(25)
	4.3
(4)
	2


Source: primary data

Middle and Senior Management of URA agreed that the Risk Management policy in URA had clearly defined policy goals and objectives. It was however, observed that the Risk Management policy in URA didn’t have clearly defined policy goals and objectives at all levels of implementation. This was supported by 45.1% of the respondents against 29% who thought otherwise. Furthermore, 25.8% of the respondents neither agreed nor disagreed with whether the Risk Management policy in URA had clearly defined policy goals and objectives at all levels of implementation.

 The risk management policy standards and objectives are also not effectively communicated among all staff within URA. This perception was supported by 66.7% of the respondents compared to 18.3% who thought otherwise. This seems true to the extent that one respondent in his own words said “we actually do not know about this policy”. He was however, countered by another respondent who said that, “well the risk management policy is in place but its dissemination has not been effectively done and the components are not understood which impedes on the harmonization of policy standards.” These remarks or observations by the respondents are in harmony with the overall perception of the respondents regarding this variable indicator that policy standards and objectives are not effectively communicated among staff in the organization. Furthermore, this observation underscores the urgency for URA to design mechanisms for continuously and effectively disseminating information about the risk management policy among staff. 

Departments with specific standards for assessing the implementation of the Risk Management policy seem to be evenly matched with those without specific standards for assessing the implementation of the Risk Management policy - a scenario one respondent didn’t find surprising because in his words: “policies exist but are neither enforced nor even complied to” because as another respondent put it “the problem is with sensitization/communication, many staff are not aware of it, because we have a poor reading culture”. Likewise another respondent argued that, “there has to be alignment of the risk management policy with the other policy standards for uniformity of application first.” 

This is because 38.7% of the respondents reported that their departments have specific standards for assessing the implementation of the risk management policy compared to 39.8% who say their department doesn’t have such standards. Suffice to note also that 21.5% of the respondents neither agreed nor disagreed as to whether their departments had specific standards for assessing the implementation of the risk management policy. This was confirmed by the impression that the performance indicators for assessing the implementation of the Risk Management policy in their departments weren’t very clear. This perception was true for 45.2% of the respondents compared to 31.2% whose perception differed. Furthermore, 23.7% were not sure as to whether the performance indicators for assessing the implementation of the Risk Management policy in their departments were very clear.  This was further confirmed by one respondent who asserted that, “the standards and objectives are not well explained to all employees especially to the lower level cadre staff which negatively affects implementation and knowledge”. These observations seem to underscore once again the need for constant communication of the policy to staff and also the need for proper alignment of the policy with other policies. This alignment would entail having standards in place against which the implementation of the policy can be measured.

Based on their experience and /or observation, the respondents argued that policy standards and objectives affected the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. But they advised that for any risk management policy to be implemented successfully in any institution, URA inclusive, policy should have objectives and standards that guide its implementation and operation that are effectively communicated to all staff. This was further emphasized by one respondent who stated that, “policy standards and objectives may be important but communication and buy in of the user departments is much more important because if not that then it may be just a document”. This observation like others above all seem to suggest that the key aspect with policy standards and objectives has to do with their communication to staff. Overall, if the respondents who disagreed and those who were not sure are combined together, then it would be observed that four –fifths or 80% of the respondents disagreed or answered in the negative regarding all the variable indicators under policy standards and objectives. The implication herein is that URA’s risk management policy standards and objectives although important, are not supporting the effective implementation of the policy in the organization.
4.3.2. 
Qualitative data analysis on the effect of policy standards and objectives 
 
Figure 4. Qualitative data on policy standards and objectives & effect on policy implementation
Respondents were asked using their experience or observation, to explain to what extent policy standards and objectives affected the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. Results in figure 4 above show that all respondents agreed that policy standards and objectives affected the implementation of the risk management policy. However, 32% of the respondents cautioned that policy standards and objectives can only affect policy implementation, if the dissemination of the policy and its objectives and standards are effectively communicated.  And 21% of the respondents argued that there was need to integrate all policy standards and objectives. 

4.3.3	Correlation between Policy Standards & Objectives and Policy Implementation

In this study, correlation analysis was undertaken to provide an indication of the relationship between Policy Standards & Objectives and Policy Implementation. The spearman rank order correlation coefficient (rho) was used to determine the strength of the relationship between policy standards & objectives and policy implementation. 
Table 7. Correlation results between Policy Standards & Objectives and Policy Implementation
	Correlations
	Policy standards & objectives
	Policy implementation

	Spearman's rho
	Policy standards & objectives
	Correlation Coefficient
	1
	.403**

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.000

	
	
	N
	93
	93

	
	Policy implementation
	Correlation Coefficient
	.403**
	1

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	

	
	
	N
	93
	93

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



Results from table 7 above, reveal that the Spearman's rho, correlation coefficient between policy standards & objectives and policy implementation is 0.403. This is a positive and moderate relationship between the variables. The p-value for this correlation coefficient is .000 implying that the relationship is highly significant. This p value was compared with the recommended p=0.05 to statistically test the hypothesis:
H0: 	There is no relationship between the implementation of URA’s risk management policy and its policy standards & objectives.
Ha: 	There is a relationship between the implementation of URA’s risk management policy and its policy standards and objectives.

Because the p value of 0.000 is less than the recommended critical value of 0.05, the null hypothesis of no relationship between the implementation of URA’s risk management policy and its policy standards & objectives is rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis.  The results hence confirm that there is a statistically significant relationship between the implementation of URA’s risk management policy and its policy standards and objectives.  
The coefficient of determination, which is a square of the correlation coefficient was computed and expressed as a percentage to determine the variance in the implementation of URA’s risk management policy explained by its policy standards and objectives. The findings show that URA’s policy standards and objectives accounts for 16.2% of the variance in the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. This result further confirms that indeed there is a positive relationship between the implementation of URA’s risk management policy and its policy standards and objectives albeit a moderate one.

A review of the existing policy documents related to the risk management policy was conducted.  The risk management policy was reviewed and the following observed.
The policy has very clear policy objectives. The policy standards were also well stipulated, for instance, the policy states that Business owners shall be required to maintain risk registers clearly indicating the risks they have identified and the mitigating factors undertaken.  And for every risk identified, the following information shall be maintained in the risk register: a) Source, b) Nature, c) Existing controls, d) Likelihood and impact, e) Initial risk ratings and f) Vulnerability to external or internal factors.  The policy also states that the risk treatment and action plan schedule shall contain the following details: a) Who is responsible for the implementation of the plan, b) What resources are to be used, c) Budget allocation, d) Implementation timetable, e) Details of the control mechanism and f) Frequency of review of compliance with the treatment plan.  Additionally, the Risk Management function shall use both qualitative and quantitative data and other risk expressions to measure the likelihood and impact of any identified risks. This policy adopted a 5 X 5 matrix.  The policy document is also very clear on the governance structure stipulating the roles and responsibilities of the different actors.

Other risk management documents that were reviewed included the URA risk management guidelines, the URA operational risk register, and the departmental risk management guidelines.   The observations were that although the URA operational risk register is in place and it has   very good categorization of risks in form of scenarios, the register is still under development.   This implies that the departments can’t use this risk register to develop their own risk registers.   Out of the seven departments, only two departments had   departmental risk management guidelines in place and one department had a risk register. The rest of the departments are still developing their risk registers.

 These findings from documentary check review are in line with the observations that were made by the respondents. For instance, while commenting on the risk management policy standards and objectives, majority of the respondents disagreed or were undecided as to whether: the risk management policy in URA had clearly defined policy goals and objectives at all levels of implementation(71.0%); the risk management policy standards and objectives were effectively communicated among all staff within URA(81.8%); and  departments had specific standards for assessing the implementation of the Risk Management policy(60.2%).

4.4.	Policy Resources and Policy Implementation

This section presents descriptive findings and results on the second objective that sought to study the extent to which policy resources affected the implementation of the risk management policy of URA. It also presents findings of the hypothesis “Policy resources have a very strong effect on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy”.

4.4.1	Descriptive results on policy resources and policy implementation	

This section presents respondent perceptions of the extent to which policy resources have affected the implementation of the risk management policy of URA. A total of 93 respondents answered questions in this section by ticking the appropriate answer on Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = neither disagree nor agree, 4 = Agree, through to 5 = strongly agree, as shown in table 8 below. 

Table 8. Responses on the relationship between policy resources and policy implementation
	Policy resources
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Neither disagree nor agree
	Agree
	Strongly agree
	Mode

	My department allocates adequate manpower to implement the Risk Management policy
	7.5
(7)
	24.7
(23)
	30.1
(28)
	34.4
(32)
	3.2
(3)
	4

	My department has skilled and qualified personnel to implement the risk management policy.
	1.1
(1)
	24.7
(23)
	22.6
(21)
	39.8
(37)
	11.8
(11)
	4

	My department allocates adequate funding every financial year towards implementing identified risks in the department
	4.3
(4)
	37.6
(35)
	32.3
(30)
	24.7
(23)
	1.1
(1)
	2

	My department has a well- equipped functional risk management office
	9.7
(9)
	34.4
(32)
	25.8
(24)
	23.7
(22)
	6.5
(6)
	2

	My department has a risk management system that supports implementation of risk management in the department.
	1.1
(1)
	31.2
(29)
	24.7
(23)
	37.6
(35)
	5.4
(5)
	4


Source: primary data

In regard to policy resources,  although 37.6% of the respondents concurred that individual departments allocated adequate manpower to implement the Risk Management policy, 32.3%  and 30.1% of the respondents disagreed and weren’t sure respectively. Up to 51.6% of the respondents concurred that their respective departments had skilled and qualified personnel to implement the risk management policy. Suffice to note though that 22.6% of the respondents neither agreed nor disagreed that their respective departments had skilled and qualified personnel to implement the risk management policy.

25.8% of the respondents agreed that their respective departments allocated adequate funding every financial year towards implementing identified risks in their departments.  32.3% of the respondents were however, not sure and 41.9% of the respondents noted that their respective departments didn’t allocate adequate funding every financial year towards implementing identified risks in their departments. This as one respondent argued was because “URA’s Budgets are not fully funded which has resulted into some key performance indicators not being fully implemented and yet the associated risk levels are high”. One respondent however reported that, “my department has put enough resources in implementation of URA’s risk management policy but we need to sensitize all the staff to understand the policy standards and objectives to be able to realize the benefits of the resources therein committed.” These observations underscore the role of resources in supporting policy implementation and further demonstrate that even where resources have been availed, there is need to sensitize personnel on the optimal use of resources to effect policy implementation.

Regarding presence of a well- equipped functional risk management office, 44.1% of the respondents noted that their respective departments didn’t have such a facility; and relatedly 25.8% neither agreed nor disagreed. Nevertheless, 30.1% were in agreement that their departments possessed a well –equipped functional risk management office. 
The presence or absence of a well- equipped functional risk management office in the words of a respondent, “affects implementation of the risk management policy to a greater extent because they determine the successful rate of the implementation and operationalization of the policy”. This observation generally emphasizes the need for a coordination office in every department to support the implementation of the risk management policy and also act as an accountability center for the policy. Although 43% of the respondents concurred that their departments had a risk management system that supports implementation of risk management in their departments, 24.7% and 32.3% of the respondents were not sure and disagreed respectively. 

A respondent stated that, “policy resources are key in risk assessment and treatment, however in URA the Unit under Research and Planning Division in Commissioner General’s Office is under development and understaffed and therefore unable to operate effectively as a Risk Management office hence affecting Enterprise Wide Risk Management(EWRM) as an organization. However, departments that have independent enhanced structures, and invested in Risk Management policy resources have benefited and to a greater extent implemented the Risk management policy effectively through its operations and planning processes”. Thus another respondent concluded that “an effective Risk Management Policy requires to be effectively supported in terms of skilled and experienced staff who should be able to make informed decisions”.  These observations by these respondents are in harmony with the overall perception of the 43% of the respondents who agreed that their departments had risk management systems that supported implementation of risk management in their departments.  Furthermore, these observations underscore the role of resources in facilitating implementation of the policy.

On the extent to which policy resources affected the implementation of URA’s risk management policy, respondents concurred that policy resources are very important in the implementation of URA’s risk management policy; and this view was highlighted by a respondent who stated that “a well facilitated and equipped officer will most likely implement the risk management policy compared to an unskilled one”. Put differently by another respondent, “ because if there are not enough resources to train staff in the risk management policy and not enough staff to spread and monitor the implementation then it will not be efficiently implemented”. A respondent lamented that “resources are insufficient in terms of manpower, funds and other support. And this has greatly affected the department in the monitoring and evaluation of the risk management policy”. This observation like others above all seem to emphasize the role of resources in implementing the risk management policy.  Where resources are adequately available, the chances of successfully implementing a policy are enhanced. Overall, if the respondents who disagreed and those who were not sure are combined together, then it would be observed that three –fifths or 60% of the respondents disagreed or answered in the negative regarding all the variable indicators under policy resources. The implication herein is that URA is not availing adequate resources to support implementation of the risk management policy in the organization.

4.4.2	Qualitative data analysis on policy resources and implementation
 	
Respondents rated the extent to which policy resources affect the implementation of URA’s risk management policy based on their experience or observation.

Figure 5.  Qualitative data on policy resources and policy implementation

The results revealed that all respondents stated that policy resources affected the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. Although most respondents (40) cautioned that working conditions, and infrastructural environment should also be considered. Others (20) argued that management support was critical and the rest (14) noted that risk management had been given very little priority making it dormant.    

4.4.3	Correlation between	Policy Resources and Policy Implementation

Correlation analysis was done to measure the relationship between Policy Resources and Policy Implementation. The spearman rank order correlation coefficient (rho) was used to determine the strength of the relationship between the two variables.
Table 9. Correlation results between Policy Resources and Policy Implementation
	Correlations
	Policy Resources
	Policy implementation

	Spearman's rho
	Policy 
Resources
	Correlation Coefficient
	1
	.536**

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.000

	
	
	N
	93
	93

	
	Policy implementation
	Correlation Coefficient
	.536**
	1

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	

	
	
	N
	93
	93

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



Results from table 9 above, reveal that the Spearman's rho, correlation coefficient between Policy Resources and Policy Implementation is 0.536. This is a positive and moderate relationship between the variables. The p-value for this correlation coefficient is .000 implying that the relationship between the two variables is highly significant. This p value was compared with the recommended p=0.05 to statistically test the hypothesis:
H0: 	Policy resources don’t have a very strong effect on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.
Ha: 	Policy resources have a very strong effect on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.
Because the p value of 0.000 is less than the recommended critical value of 0.05, the null hypothesis is rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis of “Policy resources have a very strong effect on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy”.  The results hence confirmed that there was a statistically significant relationship between Policy Resources and Policy Implementation. 
The coefficient of determination, which is a square of the correlation coefficient was also computed and expressed as a percentage to determine the variance in Policy Implementation explained by Policy Resources. The result reveals that Policy Resources accounts for 28.7% of the variance in Policy Implementation. 

4.5.	Policy Environment and Policy Implementation

This section presents descriptive findings and results on the third objective that sought to assess the extent to which policy environment influenced the implementation of the risk management policy of URA. It also presents findings of the hypothesis “Policy environment has a strong influence on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.”

4.5.1	Descriptive results on Policy Environment and Policy Implementation	

The influence of the policy environment on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy is discussed in this section. Table 10 below presents respondents’ perception per question on the Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = neither disagree nor agree, 4 = Agree, through to 5 = strongly agree.
Table 10.  Policy environment and policy implementation
	 Policy environment
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Neither disagree nor agree
	Agree
	Strongly agree
	Mode

	URA has received continuous support from the Board of Directors in order to implement the Risk Management policy. 
	 
-
	 4.3
(4)
	 48.4
(45)
	 31.2
(29)
	 16.1
(15)
	3

	URA’s Senior Management has provided tremendous and continuous support in the implementation of the Risk Management policy. 
	 
-
	 11.8
(11)
	 40.9
(38)
	 33.3
(31)
	14.0 
(13)
	3

	Staff in my department have been affected by the implementation of the Risk Management policy. 
	 
-
	 18.3
(17)
	 37.6
(35)
	36.6 
(34)
	 7.5
(7)
	3

	The implementation of the Risk Management policy has also affected URA’s external stakeholders.
	 
-
	 16.1
(15)
	 32.3
(30)
	 45.2
(42)
	 6.5
(6)
	4

	There is a legal (regulatory) framework to implement the Risk Management policy in URA.
	 
-
	 14.0
(13)
	 29.0
(27)
	 40.9
(38)
	16.1
(15) 
	4

	Before implementation of the Risk Management policy, my department conducted a SWOT analysis for the internal environment in supporting the said policy.
	 4.3
(4)


	 18.3
(17)


	 44.1
(41)


	 26.9
(25)


	 6.5
(6)


	3




	Before implementation of the Risk Management policy, my department conducted a PESTLE analysis for the external environment supporting the said policy
	 7.5
(7)


	 22.6
(21)


	 43.0
(40)


	 24.7
(23)


	 2.2
(2)


	3





Source: primary data
The results shown in table 10 above show that in terms of policy environment, most respondents(48.4%) were undecided on the extent to which URA had received continuous support from the Board of Directors in order to implement the Risk Management policy. One respondent explained that this was, “because Risk Management has not been given the priority it needs, it is not easy therefore to know what is going on in the area of risk management. Since no communication or sensitization is done to staff and thus the limited knowledge”. Another respondent attributed this to the “lack of a legal framework to allow an enabling environment for URA to implement risk management policy i.e. no databases for citizens and business”. This should however, be put into context since a significant proportion (47.3%) of the respondents were of the opinion that URA had actually received continuous support from the Board of Directors.

The proportion of respondents’ who consented that URA’s Senior Management had provided tremendous and continuous support in the implementation of the Risk Management policy was 47.3%. This is not however the view of a significant proportion (40.9%) who were undecided, probably as a respondent put it because, “the current environment does not seem to neither recognize the importance nor favor the implementation of the risk management standards and policy and there seems to be a disconnect between risk management and business performance which is sad in my opinion”. This view was supported by another respondent who stated that “a lot of support is required from senior management and right disciplines/attitude by line management”. These respondents’ observations notwithstanding, Senior Management’s main contribution to the implementation of the policy should be seen first and foremost from the perspective that Management formulated and approved the risk management policy which provided an enabling environment to implement risk management in the organization. Senior Management is also responsible for providing the requisite resources, monitoring policy implementation and offering guidance to staff in the course of implementation of the policy

The proportion of respondents who consented that staff in their departments had been affected by the implementation of the Risk Management policy was 44.1%. As one respondent put it “the risk management policy provided a conducive environment for the team to evaluate the impact of its actions and opportunities for people to propose changes that can uplift their chances of success”.  This proportion was however, significantly lowered by 37.6% of the respondents who were undecided on this issue; and the 18.3% who refuted this position. Probably as one respondent said, “the implementation of URA’s risk management policy is dependent on factors such as the level of maturity of Enterprise Wide Risk Management, the knowledge of the organization and Management support. Or as another said, “the risks attached to a manual environment are somewhat different from those in a technologically advanced or automated environment hence the effect is determined by what the identifiable risk elements are in situations”.  These observations are in harmony with the overall perception of the respondents that indicated that the majority of staff were affected by the implementation of the risk management policy. This is because risk management entails among others, the allocation of resources whether personnel, financial or logistical for operations based on the assessed risks, implying that some departments or divisions will usually get more resources than others. 

There was however, better consensus in regard to the implementation of the Risk Management policy affecting URA’s external stakeholders with 51.6% of the respondents answering in the affirmative. Needless to say, 32.3% and 16.1% of the respondents were undecided and disagreed respectively. Consensus on the existence of a legal (regulatory) framework to implement the Risk Management policy in URA was high at 57%. Nevertheless, some 29% of the respondents were not sure if a legal & regulatory framework to implement the risk management policy existed. However, there was inconclusive evidence on the preparatory stages before implementation of the Risk Management policy. For instance, 44.1% of the respondents were undecided on whether their departments conducted a SWOT analysis for the internal environment in supporting the said risk management policy. And another 43% of the respondents were similarly undecided on whether their departments conducted a PESTLE analysis for the external environment supporting the said risk management policy. Quite fairly, 33.3% and 26.9% of the respondents respectively, agreed that their departments conducted SWOT and PESTLE analyses for the internal and external environments in supporting the said risk management policy. 

Basing on their experience and/or observation respondents argued that the policy environment influenced the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. One of the respondents for instance, stated that, “so many risks are as a result of politicizing decision making and policy implementation. This has sometimes resulted into failure to identify accountability centers. And the existing laws and policies are interpreted and implemented differently by different people”.  Other respondents argued that the policy environment shaped the extent to which both human and financial resources could be deployed in an organization and therefore determined how effective the Risk management policy could be implemented in URA. This observation like others above all points to the need of having an enabling environment in place to support policy implementation. Overall, if the respondents who disagreed and those who were not sure are combined together, then it would be observed that five –sevens or 71% of the respondents disagreed or answered in the negative regarding all the variable indicators under policy environment. The implication herein is that URA’s current environment is not supporting the implementation of the risk management policy in the organization.

4.5.2	Qualitative data on policy environment and policy implementation
	
Qualitative data below is from the respondents’ views on the extent to which policy environment influences the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.
Table 11.  Qualitative data on policy environment and policy implementation
	Key responses
	Frequency
	Percentage

	But, the legal framework doesn’t enable URA to implement risk management policy 
	32
	36.0

	But, effective communication must be done 
	17
	19.1

	Because Policy environment shapes resource allocation
	40
	44.9

	Total
	89
	100


Source: primary data
Qualitative results summarized in table 11 above show that all respondents agreed that the policy environment influences the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. Majority (44.9%) asserted that the policy environment shapes resource allocation, 36% however, opined that the current legal framework didn’t enable URA to implement risk management policy whereas 19.1% advised that effective communication must be done.



4.5.3	Correlation between Policy Environment and Policy Implementation

The spearman rank order correlation coefficient (rho) was used to determine the strength of the relationship between Policy Environment and Policy Implementation. 

Table 12.  Correlation results between Policy Environment and Policy Implementation
	Correlations
	Policy Environment
	Policy implementation

	Spearman's rho
	Policy Environment
	Correlation Coefficient
	1
	.318**

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.002

	
	
	N
	93
	93

	
	Policy implementation
	Correlation Coefficient
	.318**
	1

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.002
	

	
	
	N
	93
	93

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



The results shown in table 12 above reveal that the Spearman's rho, correlation coefficient between Policy Environment and Policy Implementation is 0.318. This is a positive and moderate relationship between the variables. The p-value for this correlation coefficient is .002 implying that the relationship is highly significant. This p value was compared with the recommended p=0.05 to statistically test the hypothesis:
H0: 	Policy environment has no strong influence on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.
Ha: 	Policy environment has a strong influence on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.
Because the p value of 0.002 is less than the recommended critical value of 0.05, the null hypothesis of “Policy environment has no strong influence on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy” is rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis.  The results hence confirm that there is a statistically significant relationship between the Policy environment and the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. 
The coefficient of determination, which is a square of the correlation coefficient was computed and expressed as a percentage to determine the variance in Policy Implementation explained by the Policy Environment. The findings show that the Policy Environment accounts for 10.1% of the variance in Policy Implementation. Thus this confirms that indeed Policy environment has a strong influence on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.

4.6.	Implementers’ Disposition and Policy Implementation

This section presents descriptive findings and results on the fourth and last objective that sought to assess the effect of implementers’ disposition on the implementation of   URA’s risk management policy. It also presents findings of the hypothesis “Implementers’ disposition has a very strong effect on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy”.

4.6.1	Descriptive results on Implementers’ Disposition and Policy Implementation

Respondents’ perceptions on the effect of implementers’ disposition on the implementation of 
  URA’s risk management policy are analyzed in this section. Respondents’ were required to give the most appropriate answer to each question on a Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = neither disagree nor agree, 4 = Agree, through to 5 = strongly agree.
Table 13. 	Implementers’ disposition and policy implementation
	 Implementers’ disposition
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Neither disagree nor agree
	Agree
	Strongly agree
	Mode 

	Successful implementation of the Risk Management policy is largely dependent on the implementers’ (staff’s) understanding of the general intent, as well as the specific standards and objectives of the policy. 
	 2.2
(2)
	 4.3
(4)
	 1.1
(1)
	 34.4
(32)
	 58.1
(54)
	5

	Successful implementation of the Risk Management policy is largely dependent on the implementers’ ability to implement the policy. 
	 
-
	 7.5
(7)
	 4.3
(4)
	 46.2
(43)
	41.9 
(39)
	4

	Successful implementation of the Risk Management policy is largely dependent on the implementers’ willingness to implement the policy.
	 1.1
(1)
	 8.6
(8)
	7.5
 (7)
	 39.8
(37)
	 43.0
(40)
	5

	Successful implementation of the Risk Management policy is largely dependent on the implementers’ cognition (comprehension, understanding) of the policy.
	 1.1
(1)
	 7.5
(7)
	2.2
 (2)
	39.8 
(37)
	 49.5
(46)
	5

	Successful implementation of the Risk Management policy is largely dependent on the implementers’ direction of response (i.e. acceptance, neutrality, or rejection) toward the policy.
	 2.2
(2)
	8.6
 (8)
	 9.7
(9)
	 50.5
(47)
	29.0
 (27)
	4

	Successful implementation of the Risk Management policy is largely dependent on the implementers’   intensity of their acceptance, neutrality, or rejection of the policy.
	2.2
 (2)
	14.0
 (13)
	 8.6
(8)
	46.2
 (43)
	 29.0
(27)
	4



The results presented in table 13 above indicated that successful implementation of the Risk Management policy was largely dependent on the implementers’ (staff’s) understanding of the general intent, as well as the specific standards and objectives of the policy. Up to 88.1% of the respondents noted that successful implementation of the Risk Management policy was largely dependent on the implementers’ ability to implement the policy and 82.8% of the respondents consented that successful implementation of the Risk Management policy was largely dependent on the implementers’ willingness to implement the policy. This was emphasized by one respondent:   “if they don’t own the process then there is no chance that the policy will ever be implemented in a worthwhile manner”. And supported by another who stated that, “attitudes of staff determines how successful a risk management policy can be implemented in any organization, URA inclusive”.  These respondents’ observations are in agreement with the overall perception of the majority of respondents that successful implementation of this policy is dependent on staff’s understanding of the policy and their willingness to implement the policy.

The results further revealed that successful implementation of the Risk Management policy was largely dependent on the implementers’ cognition (comprehension, understanding) of the policy, a view held by 89.3% of the respondents. And confirmed by one of the respondents who stated that, “the disposition or attitude of the implementer greatly influences the implementation of URA’s risk management Policy in the following ways; much as guidelines are in place it is entirely up to a staff to follow them depending on their understanding.  Staff therefore need to be sensitized and deeply motivated to implement them out of passion. The mechanism to detect any divergence from the set policy is available but may not able to completely seal out all gaps. Some staff may take advantage of the loopholes. The mode of dissemination of information regarding the policy and implementation may determine the staff’s attitude towards the policy or standard. If not positively presented, staff may follow but hesitantly”.  This observation underscores the need to sensitize and train staff in order to increase their comprehension and understanding of the policy. The implication also is that the extent of implementation of the policy is proportional to the extent of cognition of the policy by staff. 

Furthermore, successful implementation of the Risk Management policy was largely dependent on the implementers’ direction of response (i.e. acceptance, neutrality, or rejection) toward the policy. Whereas 75.2% of the respondents posited that successful implementation of the Risk Management policy was largely dependent on the implementers’   intensity of their acceptance, neutrality, or rejection of the policy. Another respondent however, noted that, “most staff are only vaguely aware of the existence of the Risk Management Policy and its interpretation. This has left a lot of room for all kind of interpretations. As is always the case, there are many staff who believe that it is a tool that senior management is using to either justify their relevance to their superiors or a tool being used to suppress staff. Others believe that management is just adopting the policy because they have heard about it but not because it’s necessary. Many have doubts about the policy, its aims and effectiveness”.   This observation underscores the need to sensitize staff about the policy so that there is general buy- in of the policy and also institute mechanisms of obtaining feedback from staff about the policy.
The respondents also consented that disposition or attitude of implementers (staff) influenced the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. One respondent asserted that, “the implementers’ attitude greatly influences the successful implementation of the Risk Management policy. However, since the success of an enterprise risk management policy cannot be left to an individual’s disposition, there is always need to influence other people, structures, system and create other mechanisms in the organization to ensure that a vibrant and working risk management culture is built”. His view was seconded by another respondent who stressed that, “Attitude to the Policy should not affect its implementation. A Policy must be followed regardless of one’s attitude however this means that clear guidelines and supervision must be in place to ensure that the Policy directives are followed”. This observation like others above all points to the role of implementers’ disposition in policy implementation. Overall, considering that all the respondents (100%) agreed with all the variable indicators under the variable of implementers’ disposition, the implication herein is that URA’s risk management policy is not implemented well due to other factors examined above other than implementers’ disposition.

4.6.2	Qualitative data on implementers’ disposition and policy implementation 

Figure 6 below, gives a summary of the respondents’ views on the extent to which disposition or attitude of implementers (staff) influence the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.

Figure 6.  Qualitative data on staff disposition and policy implementation

The results revealed that all respondents asserted that the implementers’ disposition or attitude of staff influenced the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.  Up to 37% of the respondents stated that it was critical for implementers to own the process for its success but 41% of the respondents asserted that management support was critical. Whereas 22% of the respondents recommended that effective communication was critical for policy prioritization by implementers.

4.6.3.	Correlation results between Implementers’ Disposition and Policy Implementation

The results of the correlation between Implementers’ Disposition and Policy Implementation are presented in the table below. The spearman rank order correlation coefficient was used to determine the strength of the relationship between Implementers’ Disposition and Policy Implementation.
Table 14. Correlation results between Implementers’ Disposition and Policy implementation
	Correlations
	Policy Resources
	Policy implementation

	Spearman's rho
	Implementers’ Disposition
	Correlation Coefficient
	1
	.213*

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.040

	
	
	N
	93
	93

	
	Policy implementation
	Correlation Coefficient
	.213*
	1

	
	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.040
	

	
	
	N
	93
	93

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).



Results from table 14 above, reveal that the Spearman's rho correlation coefficient between Implementers’ Disposition and Policy Implementation is 0.213. This is a positive but low relationship between the variables. The p-value for this correlation coefficient is .040 implying that the relationship is significant. This p value was compared with the recommended p = 0.05 to statistically test the hypothesis:
H0: 	Implementers’ disposition doesn’t have a very strong effect on the relationship between the policy standards and objectives, policy resources, and policy environment in affecting the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.
Ha: 	Implementers’ disposition has a very strong effect on the relationship between the policy standards and objectives, policy resources, and policy environment in affecting the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.

Because the p value of 0.040 is less than the recommended critical value of 0.05, the null hypothesis of “Implementers’ disposition has no very strong effect on the relationship between the policy standards and objectives, policy resources, and policy environment in affecting the implementation of URA’s risk management policy” is rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis.  The results hence confirmed that there was a statistically significant relationship between Implementers’ Disposition and Policy Implementation. 

The coefficient of determination, which is a square of the correlation coefficient was computed and expressed as a percentage to determine the variance in Policy Implementation explained by Implementers’ Disposition. The findings show that the Implementers’ Disposition accounts for 4.5% of the variance in Policy Implementation. This result further confirms that indeed the Implementers’ disposition has an effect, albeit a weak one, on the relationship between the policy standards and objectives, policy resources, and policy environment in affecting the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.

 The use of qualitative data enriched the findings from the quantitative analysis because respondents were given a chance to explain their answers to prior closed-ended questions. The respondents tended to give their views on specific variables of interest and also gave the underlying reasons or explanations for the observed phenomena. Often their views went beyond the questions asked and efforts were made to identify the key themes from the responses.   When quasi statistics were generated to aid easy interpretation of the qualitative data, the same was used for comparison with the quantitative data.   The findings of the qualitative data tended to agree with those of the quantitative data in relation to the study variables.  This implied that the same views of the respondents on structured questions were maintained when it came to open-ended questions.




CHAPTER FIVE

[bookmark: _Toc308618667]SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS


5.1	Introduction 

This chapter presents a summary of the research findings and a discussion of the significant issues arising followed by the conclusions, and recommendations from the research. 

5.2.	Summary of Findings

5.2.1	Effect of Policy standards & objectives on implementation of the risk management 	policy of URA

The Spearman's rho, correlation coefficient between policy standards & objectives and policy implementation was 0.403. This is a positive and moderate relationship between the variables. The p-value for this correlation coefficient was .000 implying that the relationship was highly significant. The coefficient of determination, which is a square of the correlation coefficient was computed and expressed as a percentage to determine the variance in the implementation of URA’s risk management policy explained by its policy standards and objectives. The findings showed that URA’s policy standards and objectives accounted for 16.2% of the variance in the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. The null hypothesis was rejected and the alternative hypothesis earlier postulated was upheld.

5.2.2	Effect of Policy resources on implementation of the risk management policy of URA

The Spearman's rho, correlation coefficient between Policy Resources and Policy Implementation was 0.536. This is a positive and moderate relationship between the variables. The p-value for this correlation coefficient was .000 implying that the relationship between the two variables was highly significant. The coefficient of determination was also computed to determine the variance in Policy Implementation explained by Policy Resources. The result revealed that Policy Resources accounted for 28.7% of the variance in Policy Implementation. The alternative hypothesis earlier postulated was upheld after the null hypothesis was rejected.

5.2.3	Effect of Policy environment on implementation of the risk management policy of 
	URA.

The Spearman's rho, correlation coefficient between Policy Environment and Policy Implementation was 0.318. This is a positive and moderate relationship between the variables. The p-value for this correlation coefficient was .002 implying that the relationship was highly significant. The coefficient of determination was computed to determine the variance in Policy Implementation explained by Policy Environment. The result revealed that Policy Environment accounted for 10.1% of the variance in Policy Implementation. The alternative hypothesis earlier postulated was upheld.

5.2.4	Effect of implementers’ disposition on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy.

The Spearman's rho correlation coefficient between Implementers’ Disposition and Policy Implementation was 0.213. This was a positive though very weak relationship between the variables. The p-value for this correlation coefficient was .040 implying that the relationship was significant. The effect of implementers’ disposition on the implementation of   URA’s risk management policy was found to be very weak accounting for only 4.5% of the observed variance in policy implementation. The alternative hypothesis earlier postulated was upheld.

5.3.	Discussion of Findings
	
5.3.1	Policy standards & objectives and implementation of the risk management policy 

The Spearman rank order correlation coefficient matrix showed there was a correlation between policy standards and objectives and policy implementation. Hence, this research confirmed that there is a positive relationship between the implementation of URA’s risk management policy and its policy standards and objectives.  The findings reveal that URA’s policy standards and objectives accounts for 16.2% of the variance in the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. This is critical because policy implementation is judged in terms of achieving conformance with set policy objectives and standards.  These findings are in agreement with Tsendjav’s (2011) who showed that the clarity of policy objectives and strategies had a direct effect on the implementation of that policy. 

Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma (2010) noted that the starting point for a policy implementation assessment was naturally, the policy itself. The policy’s content, formulation process, and extent of its dissemination influences whether the necessary groundwork is in place to support effective implementation. Policy content should clearly frame the underlying problem area, the policy’s goals and objectives, and the population to be benefited, along with the broad actions and strategies to address the problem (Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma (2010).

 Calista (1994 cited in Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma, 2010) posited that unclear or confusing policy objectives or actions may be one reason why some policies are not implemented. Thus, for effective implementation of a policy, the underlying policy problem must be stated clearly in form of policy objectives.

These findings are also in agreement with Trakulmututa & Chaijareonwattana (2013)’s findings where their study involving 387 local government organizations on the factors affecting the achievement of good governance in Human Resource Management (HRM) of the local governments in Southern Part of Thailand found that policy standards and objectives, among others, were causal factors that had an indirect effect to the achievement of good governance in HRM of the local governments.


5.3.2	 Policy resources and implementation of the risk management policy 

The Spearman rank order correlation coefficient matrix showed there was a correlation between policy resources and policy implementation. Research results revealed that policy resources had a very strong effect on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy which accounted for 28.7% of the variance in Policy Implementation. These results are in agreement with Burke, Morris, & McGarrigie(2012)’s observations that securing appropriate funding, staff with the requisite skills, and other necessary resources are all identified as key to successful policy implementation.  Based on the quantum of variance in policy implementation, policy resources appears to be the most important factor in successful implementation of policies (Burke, Morris, & McGarrigie, 2012). 

Burke, Morris, and McGarrigie (2012) further noted that, supportive organizational structures and systems were crucial in helping staff implement policies. They posited that organizational support meant having systems, policies and procedures in place within the organization which align with the policies, and which inform assessment and decision-making.

The Economist in 2010 conducted a survey of 211 private and public sector companies on the topic: Enabling efficient policy implementation. Their findings indicated that policy implementation tended to be reactive and under-resourced. Poor planning was the leading cause of policy change failure, according to 46% of respondents. Nevertheless, far more organizations are reactive - trying to figure out how to promulgate a policy once it is decided - than ensuring that the details of implementation are taken into account by policymakers. 45% of all respondents, and 49% from government bodies, indicated that their organizations didn’t devote sufficient time or money to implementation (The Economist, 2010).

The Economist (2010) also posited that often, once a policy is formulated, it is left to wither on the vine. In their survey, 45% of the respondents indicated that their organizations devoted insufficient money or time to policy implementation, a share that rose to 49% in the public sector.  Resource issues frequently arise not because implementation is inherently expensive or time consuming but because existing issues within the organization impede it. Thus, obtaining sufficient resources, flows from a proper understanding of what is at stake (The Economist, 2010).

5.3.3	Policy environment and implementation of the risk management policy.

The Spearman rank order correlation coefficient matrix showed there was a correlation between policy environment and policy implementation. The results confirmed that indeed policy environment influenced the implementation of URA’s risk management policy which accounted for 10.1% of the variance in Policy Implementation.  

These results are in agreement with Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma’s (2010) observations that the policy environment comprising among others, the external environment, stakeholders and organizational support was key to policy implementation. In fact the environment may hinder policy implementation if existing structures and processes are not in line with the implementation of the policy. Existing research, theories and practices can also influence implementation. Consulting with all relevant stakeholders is vital for successful implementation. It allows those implementing the policy to assess current needs, the fit and feasibility of the policy, and levels of capacity and readiness (Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma, 2010). 

Consultation is also critical in terms of identifying, acknowledging and addressing any resistance which exists to the implementation being implemented.  Supportive organizational structures and systems (as part of the internal environment) are crucial in helping staff implement policies.  Organizational support means having systems, policies and procedures in place within the organization which align with the policy, and which inform assessment and decision-making (Bhuyan, Jorgensen, & Sharma, 2010).

According to Burke, Morris, & McGarrigie (2012), an organizational culture is the norms, values and beliefs that exist within an organization. For a policy to be successfully implemented, it must become culturally embedded within the organization or system. If the organizational culture is at odds with the policy, those implementing the policy must seek behavioural and attitudinal change within the organization to ensure effective implementation (Burke, et al, 2012; The Economist, 2010). 

In their overview of public sector reform in Papua New Guinea, Turner and Kavanamur  cited in May(2009)  underscored the role of policy environment to policy implementation when they noted that, in a period of ‘creeping crisis in public sector management’ between 1985 and 1994: “There were plenty of policy recommendations and ample policy making. There was also considerable interest and funding from donors. But policy design and implementation were often poor while consistent political support from top decision makers was not forthcoming.”(P.2).

Furthermore, May(2009) posited that policy implementation was greatly affected where there was  frequent lack of commitment to policy directives and institutional mechanisms designed to ensure efficient and equitable service delivery and accountability, from the most senior levels down to local officials.

5.3.4	Implementers’ disposition and implementation of   the risk management policy.

The Spearman rank order correlation coefficient matrix showed there was a correlation between policy environment and policy implementation. The results confirmed that the Implementers’ disposition had an effect on the implementation of URA’s risk management policy albeit a very weak one.  This could be further explained by the fact that to a very large extent, staff disposition is influenced by the three variables of policy standards and objectives, policy resources and policy environment. 

If the policy standards and objectives are clearly defined and well communicated to staff, this will enhance their knowledge, understanding and willingness to support the policy. Also if the necessary resources are provided, this reduces the anxiety and stress among staff during the implementation of the policy; and furthermore, if there is a conducive environment in which the policy is to be implemented, this will give confidence to staff and consequently their disposition towards implementing a policy will be positive.

5.4.	Conclusions

5.4.1	Effect of Policy standards & objectives on implementation of the risk management 	policy of URA

The findings of the study show that successful implementation of a policy is significantly affected by the standards and objectives defined within that policy. Where indeed these standards and objectives are clearly defined and duly communicated, they will to a large extent guarantee successful implementation of any policy.

5.4.2	Effect of Policy resources on implementation of the risk management policy of URA

Policy resources largely affect the extent to which policies are successfully implemented. No matter how good a policy is, it will always require adequate resources to translate the policy into action.

5.4.3	Effect of Policy environment on implementation of the risk management policy of 
	URA.

Policy environment greatly affects the way policies are implemented.

5.4.4	Effect of implementers’ disposition on the implementation of   URA’s risk management policy.

Where the policy standards and objectives are well defined and communicated to the implementers, resources are availed and the environment supports the implementation of a policy,  the implementers will  have a positive disposition towards policy implementation; and this accounts for the observed weak effect of this variable on policy implementation.

[bookmark: _Toc308618675] Therefore, since the overall objective of this study was to investigate the factors affecting the implementation of URA’s risk management policy, it can be concluded that the factors of policy standards and objectives, policy resources, policy environment and the disposition of the implementers greatly affect the implementation of policies.

5.5.	 Recommendations

5.5.1	Effect of Policy standards & objectives on implementation of the risk management 	policy of URA

It is recommended that URA reviews its risk management policy and other policies to ensure that they have clearly defined policy standards and objectives and that these are well communicated to all levels of implementation.    More specifically, departments should have specific standards and indicators for assessing the implementation of policies.

5.5.2	Effect of Policy resources on implementation of the risk management policy of URA

URA should prioritize the provision of policy resources to enhance implementation of the risk management policy and other institutional policies. More specifically, departments should have well- equipped functional risk management offices; should allocate adequate funding every financial year towards implementing identified risks in the departments; and should have risk management systems such as electronic risk registers that support implementation of risk management in their departments.

5.5.3	Effect of Policy environment on implementation of the risk management policy of 
	URA.

URA should give due consideration to setting a conducive policy environment for the implementation of the risk management policy. More specifically, the use of both the SWOT and PESTLE analyses should be considered in assessing the policy environment; and the URA Senior Management should provide effective and continuous support in the implementation of the Risk Management policy and other policies. 

5.5.4	Effect of implementers’ disposition on the implementation of   URA’s risk management policy.

It is recommended that staff are continuously sensitized, trained and feedback mechanisms instituted to ensure staff have a positive disposition towards implementation of any policy.

5.6.	AREAS OF FURTHER RESEARCH.

The six policy variables namely: policy standards and objectives, policy resources, inter-organizational communication and enforcement activities, the characteristics of the implementing agencies, the economic, social, and political conditions and implementers’ disposition that affect the implementation of policies under the Van Meter and Van Horn’s model are clusters of variables.  It would be therefore necessary to break down these variables into other variables that can render themselves for further research.  For instance, policy environment could be broken down to include political, social, and economic factors, internal organizational factors, etc.  For instance, how do political factors at local and national levels such as alignment of the policy with other relevant national and local policies, changes in government, and divergent priorities at national and local levels, affect policy implementation?; How do social factors at local and national levels, such as gender norms and cultural beliefs, affect policy implementation?; and  How do economic factors at local and national levels, such as poverty and global assistance mechanisms, affect policy implementation?
Since the findings of the study showed that the overall impact of the policy factors of standards and objectives, resources, environment and implementers’ disposition on policy implementation amounted to almost 59%, it means that the other factors within the Van Horn and Van Meter Model that were not considered in this study probably contribute the 41% of the variance in policy implementation. These factors were: characteristics of the implementing agency and inter-organizational communication and enforcement activities. Therefore their impact on policy implementation should be studied.
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ANNEX I


Dear Participant,

This questionnaire is designed to assess the implementation of the risk management policy of Uganda Revenue Authority. The information you provide will help me achieve this objective.
 You have been specifically identified because of your long experience and the leadership position you occupy in URA and therefore I request you to afford me part of your time in responding to all questions herein below.  Given that this is an academic research, your responses will be kept very confidential except my University (Uganda Management Institute) that will have access to the information you give. Thank you very much for your time and cooperation. I greatly appreciate your help in furthering this research endeavour.
Cordially,

James Kisaale
Tel. contact 0717440245 / 0417442188




IMPLEMENTATION OF URA’s RISK MANAGEMENT POLICY

INTRODUCTION 

 This questionnaire has been designed as an aid in investigating the factors affecting the implementation of URA’s risk management policy. The factors under review include: policy standards and objectives; policy resources; policy environment; and implementers’ disposition. The operational definition of each factor is provided for under the relevant sections below.

Using the scores below which range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), state the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements. Indicate your response by placing a cross (X) in front of the appropriate number for each statement.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Strongly        Disagree         Neither Agree           Agree            Strongly
  Disagree                             nor Disagree                                     Agree
    1                    2                      3                                4                      5 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------             






SECTION A.
POLICY STANDARDS & OBJECTIVES AND POLICY IMPLEMENTATION

Definition:   Policy standards and objectives are the overall goals of the policy. The policy objectives define the purpose for which a particular policy was designed; and the Policy standards are performance indicators that help us to know the extent to which a particular policy has been implemented. Both the Policy standards and objectives are expected to be included in any Policy document. Bearing in mind the definition above, respond to the questions below.


1. The Risk Management policy in URA has clearly defined policy goals and objectives.
 								 1	  2 	3	 4	 5
2. The Risk Management policy in URA has clearly defined policy goals and objectives at all levels of implementation.  				1	  2 	3	 4	 5

3. The risk management policy standards and objectives are effectively communicated among all staff within URA. 	 1	  2 	3	 4	 5

4. My department has specific standards for assessing the implementation of the Risk Management policy.  					1	  2 	3	 4	 5

5. The performance indicators for assessing the implementation of the Risk Management policy in my department are very clear.  		  1	  2 	3	 4	 5

6. Basing on your experience or observation, to what extent do policy standards and objectives affect the implementation of URA’s risk management policy?
………………………………………………………………………………………….
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………

SECTION B.
POLICY RESOURCES AND POLICY IMPLEMENTATION

Definition: Policy Resources include all the necessary facilitation in aiding the implementation of a specific policy. Resources includes human resources, funds, IT resources, equipment, infrastructure (such as systems, tools of trade, well-furnished offices), etc. Bearing in mind the definition above, respond to the questions below.
		
1. My department allocates adequate manpower to implement the Risk Management policy
	   
								  1	  2 	3	 4	 5

2. My department has skilled and qualified personnel to implement the risk 	management policy.
								    1	  2        3           4          5

3. My department allocates adequate funding every financial year towards implementing 	  identified risks in the department                                   1         2 	3	 4	 5
4. My department has a well- equipped functional risk management office				           	             			                1         2 	 3	 4	 5
5. My department has a risk management system that supports implementation of risk management in the department.  		                1          2 	   3        4          5

6. Basing on your experience or observation, to what extent do policy resources affect the implementation of URA’s risk management policy?
 ………………………………………………………………………………………….
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………





SECTION C.
POLICY ENVIRONMENT AND POLICY IMPLEMENTATION

Definition: The policy environment constitutes the context in which a policy operates.  This context includes the internal and external environments; the stakeholders (both internal and external) who are affected by the policy. The SWOT analysis usually gives a good assessment of the internal environment; whereas the PESTEL analysis gives an assessment of the external environment. Bearing in mind the definition above, respond to the questions below.

1. URA has received continuous support from the Board of Directors in order to implement the Risk Management policy. 			1	  2 	3	 4	 5

2. URA’s Senior Management has provided tremendous and continuous support in the implementation of the Risk Management policy. 	1	  2 	3	 4	 5

3. Staff in my department have been affected by the implementation of the Risk Management policy. 					1	  2 	3	 4	 5

4. The implementation of the Risk Management policy has also affected URA’s external stakeholders.						 1	  2 	3	 4	 5

5. There is a legal (regulatory) framework to implement the Risk Management policy in URA.							1	  2 	3	 4	 5

6. Before implementation of the Risk Management policy, my department conducted a SWOT(Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities & Threats) analysis for the internal environment in supporting the said policy.	           1	  2 	3	 4	 5

7. Before implementation of the Risk Management policy, my department conducted a PESTLE (Political, Economic, Social, Technological, Legal & Environmental) analysis for the external environment supporting the said policy.
								1	  2 	3	 4	 5

8. Basing on your experience or observation, to what extent does policy environment influence the implementation of URA’s risk management policy?
 ………………………………………………………………………………………….
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………

SECTION D.
IMPLEMENTERS’ DISPOSITION AND POLICY IMPLEMENTATION

Definition:  Implementers’ Disposition refers to the attitudes and perceptions of the implementers of a policy- in this case the staff of URA. These attitudes and perceptions are their cognition (comprehension, understanding) of the policy, the direction of their response toward it (acceptance, neutrality, or rejection), and the intensity of that response. Bearing in mind the definition above, respond to the questions below.

1. Successful implementation of the Risk Management policy is largely dependent on the implementers’ (staff’s) understanding of the general intent, as well as the specific standards and objectives of the policy. 		1	  2 	3	 4	 5		
2. Successful implementation of the Risk Management policy is largely dependent on the implementers’ ability to implement the policy. 
							1	  2 	3	 4	 5
3. Successful implementation of the Risk Management policy is largely dependent on the implementers’ willingness to implement the policy.
							1	  2 	3	 4	 5
4. Successful implementation of the Risk Management policy is largely dependent on the implementers’ cognition (comprehension, understanding) of the policy.
							1	  2 	3	 4	 5
5. Successful implementation of the Risk Management policy is largely dependent on the implementers’ direction of response (i.e. acceptance, neutrality, or rejection) toward the policy.
							1	  2 	3	 4	 5
6. Successful implementation of the Risk Management policy is largely dependent on the implementers’   intensity of their acceptance, neutrality, or rejection of the policy.
							1	  2 	3	 4	 5

7. Basing on your experience or observation, to what extent does the disposition or attitude of implementers (staff) influence the implementation of URA’s risk management policy?
 ………………………………………………………………………………………….
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………



ANNEX II

DOCUMENTARY REVIEW CHECKLIST
	S/no
	Policy Documents to be reviewed
	Yes/ No
	Remarks

	1
	Risk Management policy
	Y
	


	2
	Risk Management plan in the Customs department
	N
	The department however, has risk management guidelines in place


	3
	Risk Management plan in the Domestic Taxes department
	N
	Still under development

	4
	Risk Management plan in the Tax Investigation department
	N
	Still under development

	5
	Risk Management plan in the Internal Audit & Compliance department
	Y
	The department has a risk register in place


	6
	Risk Management plan in the Legal Services & Board Affairs  department
	N
	Still under development

	7
	Risk Management plan in the Commissioner General’s  Office
	N
	The department has risk management guidelines in place





frequency	To a large extent, because standards and objectives guide implementation and evaluation.	To good extent  if dissemination is effectively done	To a large extent but there is need to integrate it into all policy standards and objectives 	36	24	16	frequency	
But Working conditions, and infrastructural environment are also key	Risk Management has been given very little priority making dormant 	Effective communication of the policy is critical beyond the audit  	Management support is critical	40	14	8	21	


Frequency	It is critical implimentors own the process for its success	Effective communication is critical for prioritization by implementers.	Support from management is critical	24	14	26	1
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